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CHAPTER 1 
IHTROMJCTION
^ lo o r o t l c a l  Framework 
D is tu rb a n c e s  o v e r  th e  apportionm ent o f  campus dec is io n -m ak in g  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  have r e c e iv e d  c o n s id e ra b le  a t t e n t i o n  o v e r  th e  l a s t  
decade i n  b o th  p r o f e s s io n a l  jo u r n a ls  and in  th e  p u b lic  p r e s s .  C lark 
in  1961 m en tio n ed  th e  h ig h  le v a l  o f  q u a r re l in g  among in d iv id u a ls  on 
c o lle g e  and  u n i v e r s i t y  campuses and c a l le d  f o r  re se a rc h  on academic 
governance to  a id  in  s o lv in g  th e  a s s o c ia te d  problem s ( 1961 , p . 293)* 
R esearch  co n d u cted  by th e  C arneg ie  Commission on H igher E ducation  
c i t e d  c o n f l i c t  o v er b a s ic  campus is s u e s  a s  a  m ajo r problem  i n  neBd o f 
s tu d y  an d  r e s o lu t io n .  The Commission a ls o  found th a t  w h ile  th e  
governance s t r u c tu r e s  on campus h ad  been ad eq u a te  to  m eet many changes 
d u rin g  th e  l a s t  c e n tu ry  , c ircu m stan ce  a have changed and c u r re n t  
governance s t r u c tu r e s  a r e  under a t t a c k .  P u b lic  i n t e r e s t s  have pushed 
f o r  p u b l ic  c o n t r o l  o f  c o l le g e s  and  u n i v e r s i t i e s ,  w hile f a c u l ty  and 
s tu d e n t a c t i v i s t s  have demanded c o n tro l  th ro u g h  t h e i r  d i r e c t  p a r t i c i ­
p a t io n  (CCHE, 1973j PP* 1 -2 1 1 0 ). Deraerath found th a t  th e  most oommon 
co m p la in t o f  c o l le g e  p r e s id e n ts  concerned  t h e i r  lack  o f  power, p a r t i ­
c u la r ly  r e g a rd in g  e d u c a tio n a l program s ( Demer&th, S tephens & T aylor, 
1967r P- 0 5 ) . F a c u lty  members o f te n  su sp e c t th a t  they  have been ex­
c lu d ed  from  im p o rta n t d e c is io n s .  S ix ty - th r e e  p e rc e n t o f  fy k e s ' respon­
d e n ts  r e p o r te d  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  w ith  th e  f a c u l t y 's  r o le  i n  d e c is io n ­
making ( i9 6 0 , pp . 11, 15)* A dvocates o f  s tu d e n t  p a r t i c ip a t io n  in
2
academ ic dec isio n -m ak in g  c r i t i c i z e  th e  p a t e r n a l i s t i c  a t t i t u d e  e x h ib i te d  
by c o l le g e  a d m in is tr a to rs ,  f a c u l ty  and t r u s t e e s  tow ard  th o se  p e rso n s  
th e  c o l le g e s  a re  supposedly  t r a i n i n g  a s  i n t e l l e c t u a l s  (L ew is, 1971, PP. 
U 96-^99). C o n f l ic t  o v er th e  amount o f s tu d e n t  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in  
deo i s i  on-m aking was found by th e  C arneg ie  Com m ission. The r e s u l t s  i n d i  
c a te d  t h a t  s tu d e n ts  g e n e ra lly  w ant more p a r t i c i p a t i o n  th a n  f a c u l ty  mem­
b e rs  a r e  w i l l in g  to  g ra n t them (CCHE, 1973j P* 67) .  H ius campus con ­
s t i t u e n c i e s  do n o t appear to  be s a t i s f i e d  w ith  t h e i r  s h a re  o f  d e c is io n ­
m aking.
C o n d itio n s  su rro u n d in g  d e c is io n -m ak in g  i n  i n s t i t u t i o n s  o f  h ig h e r  
le a r n in g  changed d u rin g  th e  decade o f th e  s i x t i e s .  Quick a c t io n  was 
o f te n  r e q u ir e d  and new f a c t io n s  demanded a  s h a re  in  th e  p ro c e s s .  The 
t r a d i t i o n a l  mechanism o f consensus b u i ld in g  among c o lle a g u e s  th ro u g h  
d e l ib e r a te  a c t io n  was n o t equal to  th e  ta s k s  a t  hand. How i t  a p p e a rs  
t h a t  no c l e a r  model o f  academ ic governance i s  g e n e r a l ly  accep ted *  
W ithout a  c le a r  th eo ry  o f governance and co n sen su s  on campus i s s u e s ,  
management o f  th e  c o lle g e  o r u n iv e r s i ty  i s  more d i f f i c u l t  and c o n f l i c t  
i s  more common (CCHE, 1973? PP* 73? 13? 1 0 ) .
C la rk  i d e n t i f i e d  a t  l e a s t  th re e  c o n c e p ts  o f  governance th a t  co n ­
te n d  f o r  dominance on campus—p u b l ic  t r u s t ,  b u re a u c ra c y , and  th e  c o l l e ­
gium. By p la c in g  c o n tro l  o f  e d u c a tio n  in  th e  hands o f  a la y  b o a rd , th e  
people  o f  a  so c ie ty  r e t a in  c o n tro l  o f  th e  i n s t i t u t i o n  i n  o rd e r  to  
make i t  answ erab le  to  them. H1I 0 p a r t - t im e  la y  b o ard  i s  l e g a l l y  r e ­
s p o n s ib le  f o r  th e  w e ll-b e in g  o f  th e  i n s t i t u t i o n  and can  d i r e c t  b o th  
f in a n c i a l  and  e d u c a tio n a l m a tte rs  i f  i t  c h o o se s . I t  i s  ex p ec ted  to  
p r o te c t  th e  i n t e r e s t  o f  th e  p u b lic  in  c o n t r a s t  to  th e  n a rro w e r  i n t e r ­
e s t s  o f  th e  academ ic community. The board  h i r e s  a p r e s id e n t  and h i s
t*
s t a f f  a s  f u l l - t im e ,  t r a in e d  a d m in is t r a to r s  and d e le g a te s  d e c is io n -m a k in g  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  to  them (C la rk , 1961* P* 29U)■
In c re a se d  com plex ity  o f  c o l le g e s  and u n i v e r s i t i e s  h a s  r e s u l t e d  
in  more r e l ia n c e  on th e  e x p e r t is e  o f  th e  t r a in e d  a d m in is t r a to r .  T h is 
r e l ia n c e  has s tre n g th e n e d  th e  b u reau cracy  and b rough t i t  i n t o  more 
v ig o ro u s  co m p etitio n  f o r  th e  c o n tro l  o f  th e  i n s t i t u t i o n  th a t  la y  
boards e x e rc is e d  d u r in g  th e  se v e n te e n th  and e ig h te e n th  c e n tu r ie s  
(C la rk , 1961, P* 291+1 CCHE, 1973* P- 31)* S ince i n s t i t u t i o n s  a r e  too  
complex f o r  p a r t - t im e  la y  h o ard  members to  a d m in is te r ,  th e  b u r e a u c ra t ic  
model h as  been superim posed upon th a t  o f  p u b lio  t r u s t  to  overcome 
th ese  d e f ic ie n c ie s  (Mason, 1972* PP* U-£)< As C lark  d e f in e d  i t ,  a  
b u reaucracy  i s  a  h ie ra rc h y  o f  o f f i c e r s  eaoh o f  whom h as  been  a ss ig n e d  
a  f ix e d  p o s i t io n  w ith  s p e c i f ic  d u t ie s  and j u r i s d i c t i o n  (1961, p . 29U). 
E f f ic ie n c y  th rough o o n t r a l  c o o rd in a t io n  i s  th e  b u re a u c ra c y ’ s r a is o n  
d 1 e t r e .  In  th e  sp h e re s  o f  t h e i r  d e le g a te d  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y ,  b u re a u c ra ts  
can make d ay -to -d ay  d e c is io n s  r e q u ire d  to  keep th e  i n s t i t u t i o n  fu n c­
t io n in g .
However, in  a d d i t io n  to  rem edying some o f  th e  d e f ic ie n c ie s  o f  
th e  t r u s te e s h ip  s ty le  o f  o rg a n iz a t io n a l  management, th e  o v e r la y in g  
of th e  b u re a u c ra tic  s t r u c tu r e  c re a te s  problem s. As Dykes p o in te d  o u t, 
b u re a u c ra tiz a t io n  o f  a n  o rg a n iz a tio n  b r in g s  an  em phasis on s t r u c t u r a l  
su p e ro rd in a tio n  and s u b o rd in a tio n . R ules and r e g u la t io n s  become more 
im portan t?  and a s  th e  h i e r a r c h ic a l  s t r u c tu r e s  develop , th e  u n iv e r s i ty  
lo se s  i t s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  community and c o l l e g i a l i t y .  The m u lt i ­
le v e le d  b u re a u c ra tic  h ie ra rc h y  removes f a c u l ty  members from th e  
lo cu s  o f  d ec is io n -m ak in g  and h e ig h te n s  th e  f a c u l ty ’ s f e e l in g  o f
n o n - p a r t i c ip a t io n  ( fy k e s ,  1968, PP* 13-1U ).
When th e  co n cep t o f  co lleg iu m  g a in e d  e tre n g th  a t  th e  b eg in n in g  o f 
th e  tw e n t ie th  c e n tu ry  i n  Jhnerioa, th e  governance o f  h ig h e r  e d u c a tio n a l 
i n s t i t u t i o n s  took on new co m p lex ity  (C la rk , l ? 6 l ,  pp . 29U-950* Theo­
r i s t s  and  r e s e a r c h e r s  h e ld  f irm ly  to  th e  c o n v ic t io n  th a t  p r o fe s s io n a l  
s c h o la rs  sh o u ld  o rg a n is e  f o r  th e  p u rp o se  o f  s e l f - r e g u la t i o n  ( W I t t i s ,  
1970, P* 1 6 j Mason, 1972, pp . U-5f C la rk , 19^1, p p . 29^ -9 5 ) .  Mason 
e la b o ra te d  h i e  th e o ry  o f  academ ic g overnance  by p o in t in g  out th e  con­
f l i c t s  betw een th e  c o l l e g i a l  model and th e  b u r e a u c ra t ic  and p u b l ic  
t r u s t  m o d els . He s t a t e d  th a t  th e  p u rp o se s  o f  an i n s t i t u t i o n  o f  h ig h e r  
e d u c a tio n  s e t  I t  a p a r t  from o th e r  o r g a n iz a t io n s ,  b u s in e s s e s ,  g o vern ­
m ents and a rm ie s . The te a c h in g  o f  s tu d e n ts  and th e  advancing  o f  human 
le a rn in g  r e q u i r e  in d iv id u a l  s e l f - d i r e c t i o n  by th e  t e a c h e r / s c h o la r .
This i s  a n t i t h e t i c a l  to  th e  b u re a u o ra t ic  m odel. I n  a d d it io n , th e  
t e a o h s r / s o h o la r 's  e x p e r t i s e  m andates p a r t i c ip a t i o n  i n  d ec is io n -m ak in g , 
which a l s o  makes s t r i c t  a p p l ic a t io n  o f  th e  b u r e a u c ra t ic  model im pos­
s ib le  (M ason, 1972, p .  l ) .
U n fo r tu n a te ly  th e  t r a d i t i o n a l  c o l l e g i a l  model h as  l o s t  i t s  e f f i ­
c ien c y  I n  to d a y 's  c irc u m sta n c e s  w hich r e q u ir e  r a p id  re sp o n ses  to  00m- 
p le x  p ro b lem s. C la rk  a g re e d  w ith  D ykes’ r e p o r t  t h a t  consensus and  com­
m unity  w ere d is a p p e a r in g  from th e  campus (1968, pp . 2, I4) ,  R ich ard ­
son1 e a n a ly s i s  o f  academ ic governance a l s o  found t h a t  t r a d i t i o n a l  c o l­
l e g i a l  governm ent was no lo n g e r  ad eq u a te  to  meet th e  demands o f  th e  
tim es ( 197 4^, p. 3l+0}. The C arnegie Commission concluded  th a t  c o n f l io t  
over govern an ce  may be  r a t h e r  marked f o r  some tim e  in to  th e  f u tu r e  
(1973, P . 7 7 ) .
T h e re fo re , r e s e a r c h e r s  and t h e o r i s t s  seemed to  ag ree  t h a t  th e
6th re e  o ld e s t  models o f  campus governance—-p u b lic  t r u s t ,  b u reau c ra cy , 
and th e  co lleg ium —were no lo n g e r ad eq u a te  to  meet th e  governm ental 
needs o f  c o l le g e s  and u n iv e r s i t i e s *  R ichardson d e s c r ib e d  th e  p re s e n t  
t h e o r e t ic a l  co n fu sio n  r e g a rd in g  campus governance b e s t .  In  a d d i t io n  
to  p ro v id in g  a  framework f o r  th e  i n t e r p r e ta t io n  o f a l l  a p p a re n tly  r e ­
la te d  phenomena, th e o ry  p ro v id e s  in s ig h t s  about v h a t  to  ex p ec t in  th e  
f u tu re .  I t  a ls o  a s s ig n s  r o l e s  which in  tu rn  d e fin e  ex p ec ted  b e h a v io r . 
" I t  i s  e v id e n t th a t  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  w ith  r o le  d e f i n i t i o n  p lay ed  a 
m ajor p a r t  in  o r e a t ln g  th e  c r i s e s  o f  th e  p a s t  decade" (R ichardson ,
197U, p . 3^6)* H0 c o n tin u e d  by say in g  th a t  ro le  d e f i n i t i o n s  govern 
b eh av io r w ith in  g ro u p s . L ik ew ise , r o le  d e f in i t io n s  e f f e c t  th e  deg ree  
and ty p e  o f  c o o p e ra tio n  among perso n s o f v a r io u s  g ro u p s o r  c o n s t i tu e n ­
c i e s .  "The i n a b i l i t y  o f  th e  b u re a u c ra tic  and c o l l e g i a l  co n cep ts  e i t h e r  
to  p r e d i c t  o r  cope w ith  th e  ev en ts  o f  th e  p a s t  deoade h as  le d  to  th e  
g r e a t ly  reduced  c r e d i b i l i t y  o f  th e se  m odels" (R ich ard so n , 131ht p . 3I46) .  
Hie t r a d i t i o n a l  co n cep t o f  th e  co lleg ium  as  a  body o f  p ro fe s s io n a ls  
s e t t i n g  s ta n d a rd s  and ju d g in g  th e  perform ance o f members c o n tr ib u te d  
to  th e  s e p a ra te  j u r i s d i c t i o n s  approach to  academic g overnance , f o r  l a y  
t r u s t e e s  and a d m in is t r a to r s  were n o t Judged p r o fe s s io n a l ly  com petent 
to  make d e c is io n s  re g a rd in g  s c h o la r ly  work and e d u c a tio n a l program s. 
L ikew ise , o f te n - t im e s  th e  s c h o la r s  p r e f e r r e d  not to  spend t h e i r  tim e 
rev iew in g  hundreds o f fresh m en  a p p l ic a t io n s  fo r  ad m iss io n . As th e  
C arnegie Commission o u t l in e d  i t ,  th e  r o le s  o f campus c o n s t i tu e n c ie s  
were once ag reed  upon. G overnors and l e g i s l a t o r s  w ere to  be "qu ick  to  
h e lp  and  slow to  i n t e r f e r e "  (D an ie l C o it G ilim an as  quoted  i n  CCHE,
1973, p . 75)< T ru s te e s  w ere to  a t te n d  to  th e  money, b u i ld in g s ,  g ro u n d s , 
and a p p o in t  a good p r e s id e n t ,  !Phe p r e s id e n t  was ex p ec ted  to  r a i s e
7money, fe n d  o f f  e x te rn a l  a t ta c k s  and be a  good f r ie n d  to  f a c u l ty ,  s tu ­
d e n ts  and alum ni. Hie f a c u l ty  was to  make academ ic d e c is io n s  s u b je c t  
o n ly  to  r a r e  v e to e s  f o r  good reasons*  H ie ir  r ig h t  to  te n u re  was ta k e n  
f o r  g ra n te d . S tu d en ts  w ere allow ed  to  ru n  e x t r a  o u r r i c u l a r  a c t i v i t i e s ,  
and  th ey  were expected  to  s ta y  o u t o f  academ ic d e c is io n s .  In  g e n e ra l ,  
d e c is io n s  were to  be made w ith  d e l ib e r a t io n ,  and th e r e  w ere few c r i s e s  
and few er c o n fro n ta tio n s  (CCKE, 1973t P* 7 5 ) . In  1961 C la rk  w ro te  th a t  
t h i s  d iv is io n  o f  la b o r  o r  s e p a ra tio n  o f  J u r i s d ic t i o n  was a  c o n f l i c t  r e ­
ducing mechanism (p . 29 7 ). But th e  e v e n ts  o f  th a t  decade would seem to  
have d isp ro v ed  t h i s  s ta te m e n t. Dykes made a  s tro n g  case  a g a in s t  th e  
d iv is io n  o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  in to  e d u c a tio n a l and f in a n c i a l  c a te g o r ie s  
w ith  th e  f a c u l ty  a t te n d in g  to  th e  fo rm er and th e  a d m in is t r a t io n ,  th e  
l a t t e r .  F or, he found, th e  budget r e f l e c t s  p o l ic y  and c o n tro ls  p ra c ­
t i c e .  fy k e s ' re sp o n d e n ts  f e l t  th a t  f a c u l ty  sh o u ld  d e c id e  e d u c a tio n a l 
m a tte rs  and p e rso n n e l m a tte rs  b u t t h a t  a d m in is t r a to r s  sh o u ld  h an d le  
f in a n c ia l  aapeo ts  o f  th e  i n s t i t u t i o n .  As fy k es  p o in te d  o u t ,  t h i s  
s e p a ra t io n  i s  unw orkable, f o r  e d u o a tio n a l and  p e rso n n e l m a t te r s  u l t i ­
m ate ly  r e l y  on th e  funds d isp en sed  by th e  a d m in is t r a t io n  f o r  t h e i r  
e x is te n c e  (1968, pp. £ -3 i 7-9)* In  a d d i t io n ,  th e  Commission form ed to 
s tu d y  th e  B erkeley  d is tu rb a n c e s  o f  1966 s tro n g ly  c r i t i c i z e d  th e  sep a ra ­
t io n  o f  J u r i s d ic t io n  o r  i n t e r e s t  g ro u p s ' co n cep t o f  governance, Hie 
Commission found th a t  t h i s  approach was n o t ad eq u a te  to  c u r re n t  g o vern ­
ance demands and th a t  i t  narrow ly  l im i te d  d is c u s s io n  and d e c is io n ­
making p ro c e sse s  (B erk e ley  R eport, 1968 , p . 10, a s  c i t e d  by Mason,
1973, P . 1 1 ).
I f  i n s t i t u t i o n s  o f  h ig h e r  e d u c a tio n  a tte m p te d  to  fo llo w  the  
governance model based  on th e  concept o f  p u b lic  t r u s t  a lo n e , c o l le g e s
a
and u n i v e r s i t i e s  w ould n e c e s s a r i ly  be o p e ra te d  on a  d a y - to -d a y  b a s is  by 
th e  t r u s t e e s .  S ince  th e y  a r e  p a r t - t im e  la y  p e rso n s  w ith  o th e r  occupa­
t io n s  r t h i s  would be im p o ss ib le  c o n s id e r in g  th e  s iz e  and  co m plex ity  o f  
to d a y 1 s  i n s t i t u t i o n s .  I f  th e  b u re a u c ra t ic  model a lo n e  were fo llo w ed , 
f a o u l ty  would be th e  em ployees a t  th e  d i r e c t io n  o f  and  s u b je c t  to  th e  
o rd e rs  o f  a d m in is t r a to r s ,  r e g a rd le s s  o f  th e  s c h o la r ly  e x p e r t i s e  o f  th e  
f a o u l ty  members. I f  th e  co lleg iu m  w ere th e  o n ly  g overnance  s t r u c tu r e  
employed on campus, f a c u l t y  tim e would be sp en t f i l i n g  re c o rd s  and r e ­
v iew ing  and an sw erin g  m asses  o f  l e t t e r s  and  fo rm s. S in ce  none o f  th e s e  
oan o p e ra te  a lo n e , a l l  th r e e  have c o e x is te d  r e s u l t i n g  in  a  s e p a ra t io n  
o f  d ec is io n -m ak in g  J u r i s d i c t i o n  w hich was ad eq u a te  u n t i l  modem i n s t i ­
tu t io n a l  com plex ity  and  v iew s o f  in d iv id u a l  r i g h t s  came a lo n g  and  d i s ­
ru p te d  th e  system .
A governance a p p ro ac h  th a t  h as  been  su g g e s te d  to  a l l e v i a t e  th e  
J u r i s d ic t i o n a l  c o n f l i c t s  an d  in c re a s e  e f f i c i e n c i e s  i s  th e  sh a red  
d ec is io n -m ak in g  o r  J o in t  e f f o r t  model d e s c r ib e d  by  th e  American Asso­
c ia t io n  o f  U n iv e r s i ty  P r o fe s s o r s  and  Mason and K ee to n .
In  1966 th e  A m erican A s so c ia tio n  o f  U n iv e r s i ty  P ro fe s so rs*  " S ta te ­
ment on Government o f  C o lle g e s  and Uni v e r  s i  t i e  s'* was f i r e t  p u b lis h e d . 
T h is  s ta te m en t was th e  j o i n t  p ro d u c t o f  th e  A m erican A s so c ia tio n  o f 
U n iv e r s i ty  P r o fe s s o r s ,  th e  American C ounoil on E d u c a tio n , and th e  Asso­
c ia t io n  o f  G overning B oards o f  U n iv e r s i t i e s  and C o lle g e s . The c o re  o f  
th e  governance model wae e x p re sse d  a s  fo llo w s :
The v a r i e ty  and  co m p lex ity  o f  th e  ta s k s  perfo rm ed  by i n s t i ­
tu t io n s  o f  h ig h e r  e d u c a tio n  p roduce  an  in e sc a p a b le  i n t e r ­
dependency among g o v e rn in g  b o a rd s , a d m in is t r a t io n ,  f a c u l ty ,  
s tu d e n ts  and e t h e r s .  T his r e l a t io n s h ip  c a l l s  f o r  ad eq u a te  
com m unication among th e se  com ponents and  f u l l  o p p o r tu n ity  
f o r  a p p ro p r ia te  j o i n t  p la n n in g  and  e f f o r t .  (A m erican Asso­
c i a t i o n  o f  U n iv e r s i ty  P r o fe s s o r s ,  "S ta tem en t on Government 
o f  C o lleg es  and  U n iv e r s i t i e s , "  1966, r e p r i n t e d  in  CCHE, 1973, 
p . £06)
9I n  th e  shared  dec is io n -m ak in g  o r  th e  j o i n t  e f f o r t  m odel, a l l  fo u r  con­
s t i tu e n c ie s  e ra  in v o lv e d  in  a l l  im p o rta n t a r e a s  o f  d ec is io n -m ak in g  a t  
one tim e o r an o th e r , a lth o u g h  t h a i r  o p in io n s  may c a r ry  d i f f e r e n t  w e ig h ts  
i n  d i f f e r e n t  is s u e s  (S ta tem en t on Government o f  C o lle g e s  and U n iv e rs i­
t i e s ,  19^6, r e p r in te d  i n  CCHE, 1973, P- 20?)* In  g e n e ra l ,  th e  E ta tam en t 
fo cu sed  most on th e  ty p e  o f d ec ia io n -m ak in g  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t r u s t e e s ,  
a d m in is t r a to r s  and f a o u l ty  would have in  v a r io u s  a r e a s  o f  concern . 
S tu d en t p a r t ic ip a t io n  was only  s k e tc h i ly  o u t l in e d  i n  1966, h u t was more 
f u l l y  d esc rib ed  in  1970 w ith  th e  p u b l ic a t io n  o f  th e  s ta te m e n t on " S tu ­
d en t P a r t ic ip a t io n  i n  C o llege and U n iv e r s i ty  G overnm ent." S tu d en ts  
were to  he allow ed p a r t i c ip a t i o n  in  d e c is io n -m a k in g  because i t  was an  
a p p ro p r ia te  p a r t  o f  t h e i r  e d u c a tio n . The document recommended th a t  
s tu d e n ts ' op in ions be sought even on m a tte rs  t h a t  a p p a re n tly  only  
s e c o n d a r ily  a f f e c t  them in c lu d in g  q u e s t io n s  re g a rd in g  adm issions, th e  
academ ic program, c o u rse  and s t a f f  e v a lu a t io n ,  and th e  s e le c t io n  o f  
a d m in is tr a to rs  ("S tu d e n t P a r t i c ip a t io n  in  C o lleg e  and U n iv e rs ity  
Governm ent," 1970* r e p r in te d  in  CCHE, 19731 PP* 215-19)*
In c lu s io n  o f th e  fo u r  m ajo r campus c o n s t i tu e n c ie s  in  d e c is io n ­
making was designed to  reduce c o m p la in ts  o f  power l a  se n ess  which have 
been  h eard  from a l l  fo u r  g ro u p s. S in c e  e f f i c i e n c y  i s  an o th e r  g o a l o f  
sh a red  d ec is ion -m ak ing , th i s  model was d e s ig n ed  to  produce c lo s e r  
c o o p e ra tio n  and in te g r a t io n  o f  d e c is io n -m a k in g  in  b o th  f in a n c ia l  and 
e d u c a tio n a l m a tte rs .
Purpoae
As Biohardson p o in te d  o u t ,  a  th e o ry  n o t o n ly  p ro v id e s  th e  fram e­
work th a t  perm its i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  phenomena, i t  a l s o  d e f in e s  e x p e c ted  
b e h a v io r  and p ro v id e s  r o le  d e f i n i t i o n s  t h a t  d i r e o t l y  a f f e c t  th e  d eg ree
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and type  o f  co o p era tio n  w ith in  and among groups (R ich ard so n , 197h, P- 
3U6), T h e o ris ts  and p r a c t i t io n e r s  in  h ig h e r  e d u ca tio n  a r e  se a rc h in g  
f o r  governance models t h a t  w i l l  reduce c o n f l i c t  and im prove e f f i c i e n c y  
o f  decis ion -m ak ing  on campus, Before th e  l a t t e r  g o a ls  can be re ac h e d , 
a  th e o ry  must be evolved th a t  p ro v id es  c l e a r  r o le  d e f in i t io n s  f o r  each 
c o n s ti tu e n c y : t r u s te e s ,  a d m in is t r a to r s ,  f a c u l ty  and s tu d e n ts .  In  a d d i­
t i o n ,  th e  c o n s ti tu e n c ie s  must ag ree  on th e  r o le s  to  be p lay ed  by each 
g ro u p . B efore t h i s  can be accom plished , a reas  o f  d isag reem en t i n  r o le  
d e f in i t i o n  must be i d e n t i f i e d .  The p u rpose  of th e  p r e s e n t  s tu d y  was to  
a tte m p t to  id e n t i f y  a re a s  o f  agreem ent and  d isagreem ent among t r u s t e e s ,  
a d m in is t r a to r s ,  f a o u l ty ,  and s tu d e n ts  re g a rd in g  r o le  d e f in i t i o n s  fo r  
th e s e  groups.
Background o f  th e  Problem 
As L in d q u is t and B lackburn p o in te d  o u t, anyone co n d u c tin g  a  s tu d y  
w hich  u ses th e  r e p u ta t io n ie t  approach o f  a sk in g  p e rso n s  who make d e c i­
s io n s ,  should  expect d isp u te  among d i f f e r e n t  f a c t io n s  ( 197U, p p . 3^7 -  
6 6 ) ;  f o r  th e  phenomenon o f  th e  re ced in g  loous o f  power, as i d e n t i f i e d  
by Noble and Pym, o p e ra te s  when suoh a  method i s  employed.
Normally p erso n s a t  any g iven  le v e l  o f  an o rg a n iz a tio n  in d ic a te  
t h a t  d e c is io n s  a r e  r e a l l y  made a t  a n o th e r  le v e l  (N oble & Pym, 1970, p* 
^ 3 l ) .  This phenomenon i t s e l f  can h e lp  p r e d ic t  re sp o n se s  when th e  
r e p u ta t io n i s t  method i s  employed. Some o f  the d isag reem en t o v e r 
d ec is io n -m ak in g  on campus can be a t t r i b u t e d  to  t h i s  re c e d in g  lo o u s  o f  
dec is io n -m ak in g . Dykes found the f a c u l ty  claim ed  th a t  a d m in is t r a to r s  
made d e c is io n s  w ith o u t c o n s u ltin g  f a c u l ty ;  but when th e  a c tu a l  d e c i­
s io n s  in  q u e s tio n  were in v e s t ig a te d ,  th e  f a o u lty  had been  in v o lv ed  
(D ykes, 1968, p . i j l ) .  What i s  im p o rtan t to  t h i s  e tudy  i s  n o t who
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a c t u a l l y  made d e c is io n s ,  b u t th e  p a r t i c i p a n t 's  b e l i e f s  abou t who made 
d e c is io n s*  For i f  members o f  th e  campus c o n s t i tu e n c ie s  b e l ie v e  th e y  a r e  
n o t c o n s u lte d  on m a tte rs  th e y  th in k  co n o em  them , o o n f l io t  over 
d e c is io n -m ak in g  cannot be av o id ed . R esen tm en ts  w i l l  be g e n e ra te d  by 
t h i s  d isc re p a n c y  betw een p e rc e iv e d  c u r r e n t  p r a c t i c e  and  th e  p r e f e r r e d  
o r  id e a l  p r a c t ic e .
When Dykes asked  h i s  f a c u l ty  re sp o n d e n ts  to  compare t h e i r  a c tu a l  
and id e a l  r o le s  in  campus d e c is io n -m ak in g , 95 p e ro e n t f e l t  t h a t  th e  
f a o u l ty r s  r o le  was l e s s  th a n  what i s  sh o u ld  i d e a l l y  b e . Two p e rc e n t 
th o u g h t th e  f a c u l ty  p a r t i c ip a te d  e x c e s s iv e ly )  2 p e r c e n t  s a id  t h a t  th e  
a c tu a l  r o l e  matched th e  id e a l  r o le ,  and  1 p e rc e n t  d id  n o t know (D ykes,
1968, p . 1 1 ) .
A f te r  h i s  a n a ly s is  o f  g o v ern an ce , Ik e n b e rry  co n c lu d ed  th a t  c u r ­
r a n t  s t r u c tu r e s  were n o t d es ig n ed  to  cope w ith  o o n f l io t  and th a t  th e  
q u e s t io n  o f  J u r i s d ic t i o n  was n o t a lw ays a s  c l e a r  a s  i t  m ight ap p ea r 
( Ik e n b e r ry ,  197°t P* 372)- Hawes and Trux co n c lu d ed  th a t  th e  r o le s  o f  
a d m in is t r a to r s ,  f a c u l ty  and s tu d e n ts  i n  campus governance were p o o r ly  
d e f in e d  (197k t  PP* 123-134)> Mason c i t e d  th e  f in d in g s  o f  th e  B erk eley  
Commission which s ta t e d  t h a t  J u r i  e d ic t  io n  in  campus governance was con­
fu sed  and im p rec ise  (1972, p . £ 0 ). Dykes c i t e d  s p e c i f i c  d isag reem en t 
re g a rd in g  dec is io n -m ak in g  r o le s  o f  f a c u l t y  in  p e rso n n e l m a tte r s .
Seventy  p e rc e n t  o f hiH re sp o n d e n ts  f e l t  t h a t  f a c u l t y  shou ld  " u s u a lly  
c o n t r o l"  f a c u l ty  p e rso n n e l m a tte rs .  However, f a c u l ty  o p in io n  i s  o f te n  
o v e r r id d e n , which le a d s  f a c u l ty  to  th in k  th a t  a d m in is t r a to r s  view the® 
a e  em ployees r a th e r  th a n  p r o f e s s io n a l s .
R esearch  Q u es tio n s
In  l i g h t  o f  th e  f in d in g s  o f  p re v io u s  r e s e a r c h e r s  and th e  t h e o r e t i c a l
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fram ew ork , th e  fo llo w in g  q u e s tio n s  were developed to  h e lp  d e l in e a te  
th e  p u rp o se  o f  t h i s  s tu d y : ( l )  In  fo u r -y e a r  p u b lic  c o l le g e s  and u n i­
v e r s i t i e s  o f V ir g in ia  do s tu d e n ts ,  f a c u l ty ,  a d m in is t r a to r s  and  t r u s t e e s  
a g re e  on th e  a r e a s  o f  decis ion -m ak ing  c u r r e n t ly  p a r t i c ip a te d  i n  by th e  
v a r io u s  c o n s t i tu e n c ie s ?  (2 )  I s  th e re  agreem ent among th e  c o n s t i tu e n ­
c i e s  c o n c e rn in g  th e  p r e f e r r e d  a re a s  o f  d ec is io n -m ak in g  f o r  each  o f  th e  
f o u r  g ro u p s?  ( 3 ) I s  th e re  a  d iscrepancy  betw een c o n s t i t u e n c i e s 1 p e r ­
c e p t io n s  o f  t h e i r  c u r re n t  r o le  in  d ec is io n -m ak in g  and t h e i r  p r e f e r r e d  
r o le ?  (li) Do th e  c o n s t i tu e n c ie s  d isa g re e  co n cern in g  th e  p r e f e r r e d  
a p p o rtio n m e n t o f  d ec is io n -m ak in g  in  i n s t i t u t i o n s  o f h ig h e r  e d u c a tio n  In  
V ir g in ia ?
Eypotheses
E / l .  The p e rc e p t io n s  o f  t r u s te e s ,  a d m in is t r a to r s ,  f a c u l ty  and 
s tu d e n te  o f  f o u r - y e a r  p u b lic  i n s t i t u t i o n s  o f  h ig h e r  le a r n in g  in  V ir­
g i n i a  d i f f e r  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  reg a rd in g  th e  a r e a s  o f  d ec is io n -m a k in g  c u r­
r e n t l y  p a r t i c ip a t e d  i n  by each of th e se  c o n s t i tu e n c ie s »
H /2 . The re sp o n se s  o f  th e  fo u r  c o n s t i tu e n c ie s  d i f f e r  s i g n i f i ­
c a n t l y  r e g a rd in g  th e  a r e a s  o f  deo ision-m aking  p r e fe r r e d  f o r  each  g ro u p , 
S /3 ,  Each o f  th e  c o n s ti tu e n c ie s  w i l l  p e rce iv e  i t s  c u r re n t  
d e c is io n -m a k in g  r o le  a s  in v o lv in g  few er a r e a s  o f dec i s  ion-m aking  th a n  
i t s  p r e f e r r e d  r o l e ,
H/1*. The p r e f e r r e d  r o le  d e lin e a te d  by each group f o r  i t s e l f  w i l l  
encom pass s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more a re a s  o f d ec is io n -m ak in g  th an  th e  r o le  
p r e f e r r e d  f o r  i t  by each  o f  th e  o th e r  th re e  g roups.
D e f in i t io n  o f Terms 
Deo 1 s i  on-m aking was u sed  in  th i s  r e s e a rc h  to  r e f e r  to  any d e t e r ­
m in a t io n  o f  p o l ic y  o r  a c t io n  made by an  in d iv id u a l ,  a  com m ittee w ith
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r e p r e s e n ta t i v e s  from one o r  more o f  th e  f o u r  c o n s t i t u e n c i e s ,  o r  a n  e l e c ­
t i o n  o r  v o te  open  to  th e  e n t i r e  membership o f one o r  more c o n s t i tu e n c ie s .
C o n s ti tu e n c y  r e f e r r e d  to  on© of th e  fo u r  g roups o f  p a r t i c i p a n t s  
i n  t h i s  s tu d y ;  t r u s t e e s ,  a d m in is t r a to r s ,  f a c u l ty  o r  s tu d e n ts .
Group was u se d  synonym ously w ith  t h e  term c o n s t i tu e n c y .
T ru s te e  r e f e r r e d  t o  any member o f a  board  o f  v i s i t o r s  f o r  th e  
fo u r -y e a r  p u b l ic  i n s t i t u t i o n s  o f  h ig h e r  e d u c a tio n  i n  V ir g in ia ,
Adminlbt r a t o r  wae u se d  to  r e f e r  to  o f f i c i a l s  o f  th e  fo u r - y e a r  
p u b lic  i n s t i t u t i o n s  o f h ig h e r  e d u c a tio n  i n  V ir g in ia .  D e p a rtm en ta l 
c h a irp e rs o n s  w ere ex c lu d ed  from t h i s  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  w h ile  h e a d s  o f  
b u s in e s s  and  d a t a  p ro c e s s in g  su p p o rt sy stem s were in c lu d e d  a s  w e l l  a s  
deans, v ic e  p r e s id e n ts  and  d i r e c t o r s  o f s tu d e n t  p e rso n n e l s e r v i c e s .  
F a c u lty  was used  t o  r e f e r  to  f h l l - t im e  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  s t a f f  i n ­
c lu d in g  d e p a r tm e n ta l c h a i r p e r s o n s .
S tu d e n t w as used  t o  r e f e r  to  any enroll© ©  o f  th e  f o u r - y e a r  pub­
l i c  i n s t i t u t i o n s  o f  h ig h e r  e d u c a tio n  in  V ir g in ia  r e g a r d le s s  o f  t h e i r  
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  Both f u l l - t i m e  and p a r t - t im e  e n r o l le e s  w ere in c lu d e d  
un d er th e  r u b r i c  o f s tu d e n t .
H ols was u se d  to  r e f e r  to  any  p a t te r n in g  o f  th e  s ix  c a te g o r i e s  
o f  d e c is io n -m a k in g  l i s t e d  on th e  q u e s t io n n a ir e ,  A r o le  c o n ta in e d  from  
one to  s ix  c a te g o r i e s .
C ateg o ry  r e f e r r e d  to  th e  s i x  g e n e ra l  co n cern s  o f d e c is io n -m a k in g
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l i s t e d  on th e  q u e s t io n n a i r e .  The s ix  c a te g o r ie s  w ere a s  fo llo w s i  
l )  D e c is io n s  P e r ta in in g  to  F inanoe and P la n t f  2} D e c is io n s  P e r ta in in g  
to  F a o u lty i 3 )  A ppointm ent o f F a o u lty  and A d m in is tra to rs ;  k )  D eo ia io n s  
P e r ta in in g  to  Academic P rogram s; 5) D ec is io n s  P e r ta in in g  t o  G overnance; 
and 6 ) D e c is io n s  P e r ta in in g  to  S tu d e n ts .
l-U
Area r e f e r r e d  to  th e  t h i r t y  s p e o if io  ite m s  o o n cem ed  w ith  
deo i s  ion-m aking  t h a t  w ere l i s t e d  on th e  q u e s tio n n a ire  ( s e e  A ppendix C 
f o r  th e  q u e s t io n n a i r e ) .
Shared D ec is io n -m ak in g  m eant th a t  p o l ic y  o r  a c t io n  was d e te rm in e d  
w ith  aome type  o f  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  from a l l  fo u r  c o n s t i tu e n c ie s .
L im ita tio n s
1. T h is  s tu d y  was l im i te d  to  th e  t r u s t e e s T a d m in is t r a to r s ,  f u l l ­
tim e  f a c u l ty  and  s tu d e n ts  o f  p u b lic  i n s t i t u t i o n s  o f  h ig h e r  e d u c a tio n  i n  
V ir g in ia .
2 . The names o f  t r u s t e e s  were o b ta in e d  from th e  l i s t  m a in ta in e d  
by th e  C ouncil o f  H ig h er E d u c a tio n  f o r  V ir g in ia ,  The names o f  ad m in is ­
t r a t o r s  and f a o u l ty  w ere o b ta in e d  from th e  most re c e n t  c o l le g e  c a t a ­
lo g u e  in  p r i n t  i n  th e  s p r in g  o f  1911* Th0 names o f  s tu d e n te  w ere ob­
ta in e d  from d i r e c t o r i e s  o r  com puter p r in t - o u t s  m a in ta in ed  by th e  i n s t i ­
t u t i o n s ,  S in ce  any  o f  th e se  so u rc e s  co u ld  have been s l i g h t l y  in a c c u r a te ,  
th e  p o p u la tio n  was c o n s id e re d  to  be t h a t  a s  l i s t e d  in  th e s e  s o u rc e s .
Summary
C hap ter 1 c o n ta in s  th e  t h e o r e t i c a l  framework, e ta tem en t o f  th e  
p u rp o se , r e s e a r c h  p rob lem s, h y p o th e se s , d e f in i t i o n  o f  te rm s and l i m i t a ­
t i o n s .  C hap ter 2 in c lu d e s  th e  rev iew  o f  th e  l i t e r a t u r e  r e le v a n t  to  
c u r r e n t  and  p r e f e r r e d  p r a c t i c e s  o f  academ ic governance. C h ap te r 3 con­
t a i n s  th e  m ethodology. [Hie f in d in g s  a r e  r e p o r te d  in  C hap ter and 
c o n c lu s io n s  a p p e a r  i n  C hap ter 5*
CHAPTER 2 
REVIEW OP THE LITERATURE
Current P ractice
L indquist and Blackburn g iv e  a con cise  description  of research  
methodology commonly used by p o l i t i c a l  s c ie n t is t s  and other researchers  
in te r e s te d  in  d isco v er in g  who makes d ec isio n s in  organizations l ik e  
c o lle g e s  and u n iv e r s i t i e s .  Researchers have oommonly used only one o f  
the four methods— str u c tu r a l 1 s t ,  r e p u ta tio n is t , d e c is io n is t , or norma­
t iv e ,
L indquist and Blackburn reported that the s tru c tu ra lis t  inven­
to r ie s  persons h o ld in g  p o s it io n s  high in  the bureaucratic and c o l le ­
g ia l  pyramids, making note o f  such fa c to rs  as th e ir  rank, years o f  ser­
v ic e , age and p o s it io n s  h e ld , the authors found that stu d ies using  
the s tr u c tu r a l 1 s t  approach ty p ic a lly  id e n t if ie d  two key groups on cam­
pus, a fa c u lty  o lig a rch y  and a group o f  executive administrators* Hie 
research ers c r i t i c i z e d  the s tr u c tu r a lis t  approach because i t  does not 
rev ea l the ex ten t to  which th ese  groups a c tu a lly  have decision-m aking 
a b i l i t y .  I t  i s  l i k e l y  th a t th e ir  a ctio n s are lim ited  by the w ishes 
o f  t h e ir  c o lle a g u e s .
The r e p u ta t io n !s t  approach asks persons to ind icate who makes 
the d e c is io n s  on t h e ir  campus. Using th is  approach re su lts  ty p ic a lly  
in  the id e n t i f i c a t io n  o f  a sm all group o f  persons; the president and 
a few sen io r  fa c u lty  members. Lindquist and Blackburn c r it ic iz e d  t h is  
approach because o f  the enigma o f  the receding locus o f  power p rev iou sly
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i d e n t i f i e d  by Noble a n d  P^td (1970* PP» 335-36)*  I n d iv id u a ls  a t  one 
le v e l  o r  b e lo n g in g  to  one g ro u p  i n  an o r g a n iz a t io n  c la im ed  t h a t  d e c i ­
s io n s  w ere made by a n o th e r  l e v e l  o r  g ro u p  o f  th e  i n s t i t u t i o n *  However, 
t h i s  c r i t i c i s m  seemed p o o r ly  s u b s t a n t i a t e d ,  f o r  L in d q u is t  and  B lackburn  
th em selv es r e p o r te d  r e s u l t s  t h a t  v a r ie d  a c c o rd in g  to  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  type 
when th e  r e p u t a t i o n i s t  ap p ro ach  was used* I f  th e  r e c e d in g  lo c u s  o f 
power w ere a c o n s ta n t  phenomenon, r e s u l t s  w ould v a ry  a c c o rd in g  to  th e  
m ethod, n o t th e  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  ty p e  (L in d q u is t  &, B lack b u rn , 1974, pp*
367- 6B ).
The t h i r d  a p p ro ao h  d e s c r ib e d  was th e  d e c i s i o n i s t ,  in  w hich  sp e c i­
f i c  d e c is io n s  w ere s e le c t e d  f o r  s tu d y . The w eakness w ith  t h i s  approaoh 
was th e  re se a rc h e rs*  i n a b i l i t y  to  s tu d y  a l l  d e c i s io n s  o r  to  s a t i s f a c ­
t o r i l y  sample d e c is io n -m a k in g  to . remove b i a s .  D e c is io n is t  s tu d ie s  
t y p i c a l l y  I d e n t i f y  com p etin g  e l i t e s  from  p l u r a l i s t i c  power b a s e s .  P ar­
t i c i p a t i o n  in  d e c is io n -m a k in g  was d e s c r ib e d  a s  m ore w id esp read  when 
t h i s  method was em ployed ( 1974 , P* 360)*
The f o u r th  ap p ro ach  f o r  r e s e a r c h in g  g o v ern an ce  th a t  was o u t l in e d  
by L in d q u is t and  B lack b u rn  w as th e  n o rm a tiv e . When u s in g  t h i s  m ethod, 
r e s e a r c h e r s  i d e n t i f y  th e  v a lu e s  t h a t  p r e v a i l  on a  campus and  th e n  d i s ­
co v er th e  p a rso n s  o r  g ro u p s  on campus who b e n e f i t  from  th e s e  v a lu e s .  
T his m e th o d 's  w eakness i s  i t s  te n d e n c y  to  a s c r ib e  t o  a l l ,  b e l i e f s  th a t  
a re  h e ld  by o n ly  a  few  (L in d q u is t  & B lack b u rn , 1974, P* 360).
To overcome th e  w eak n esses  o f th e s e  f o u r  m ethods, i f  u se d  in d iv i ­
d u a l ly ,  L in d q u is t and B lack b u rn  u sed  a l l  a t  o n ce , a s  w e ll a s  a d d in g  an 
h i s t o r i c a l  p e r s p e c t iv e .  They s tu d ie d  g o v ern an ce  a t  a  la rg e  m id w estam  
u n i v e r s i t y  w ith  a t r a d i t i o n  o f  a  s t r o n g  f a c u l ty  s e n a te .  A 6 8 -y e a r  
p e r io d  was co v ered  (L in d q u is t  & B lack b u rn , 1974, p p . 369 -70).
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U sing t h i s  combined a p p ro ach , th e  r e s e a r c h e r s  i d e n t i f i e d  an 
a d m in is t r a t iv e ly  dom inated o l ig a rc h y .  U iey found th a t  k ey  p e rso n s  a t  
th e  u n iv e r s i ty  were lo n g  te n u re d , p e r s o n a l ly  and  p r o f e s s io n a l ly  esteem ed, 
ex p erien ced  i n  lo c a l  governm ent, o p in io n  le a d e r s  on campus I s s u e s ,  mem­
b e r a o f  governance co m m ittees, and an  e x e c u tiv e  a d m in is t r a to r  o r  f u l l  
p ro fe s s o r  (L in d q u is t  4  B lackburn , 197-14» pp« 368-375)* In  a d d i t io n  to  
id e n t i f y in g  an  a d m in is t r a t iv e ly  dom inated  o l ig a rc h y ,  th e  a u th o rs  found 
th a t  a d m in is t r a to r s  were most s a t i s f i e d  w ith  th e  lo cu s  o f  d e c is io n -  
making on campus, F ao u lty  were n e x t ,  and  s tu d e n ts  w ere l e a s t  s a t i s f i e d  
(L in d q u is t  4  B lack b u rn , 197Ut PP* 3 7 5 -7 6 ).
L in d q u is t and B la c k b u rn 's  combined m e th o d o lo g ica l approach i s  
p e rh ap s  th e  id e a l  f o r  case  s tu d ie s  o r  r e s e a ro h  p r o je c t s  w ith  la r g e  bud­
g e t s ,  b u t t h e i r  c r i t i c i s m s  o f  th e  in d iv id u a l  methods sh o u ld  n o t d i s ­
c r e d i t  th e se  ap p ro ach es  e n t i r e l y .  I f  th e  a c tu a l  d ec is io n -m ak in g  behav­
i o r  I s  th e  o b je c t iv e  o f  r e s e a r c h ,  th e  com bined approach  sh o u ld  y ie ld  
more a c c u ra te  in fo rm a tio n ; b u t th e  p e rc e p t io n s  o f  d ec is io n -m ak in g  o f  
occu p an ts  o f  key p o s i t io n s  i n  g ovem anoe s t r u c tu r e s  can  th em selv es be 
th e  o b je o t o f  s tu d y . A lthough L in d q u is t  and  B lackburn  u se d  a  combined 
ap proach , t h e i r  r e s u l t s  and  c o n c lu s io n s  w ere v e ry  s im i la r  to  th o se  o f  
E ck e rt who employed a  s t r u c t u r a l i s t  ap p ro ach ,
E ck ert d id  two s tu d ie s  o f  governance a t  th e  U n iv e rs i ty  o f  Minne­
s o ta , The f i r s t  u sed  d a ta  g a th e re d  from 19U5-J+8 und 1955-58* H er r e ­
s u l t s  in d ic a te d  t h a t  f a c u l ty ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  J u n io r  f a c u l ty ,  women and 
s tu d e n ts  hod a  m inor r o le  in  s tu d y in g  p rob lem s and making d e c is io n s .
D uring th e  19I48-55 p e r io d ,  p ro c e d u re s  w ere ad o p ted  s p e c i f i c a l l y  aim ed 
a t  b ro ad en in g  th e  m em bership o f  th e  s e n a te ,  b u t  h e r  r e s e a r c h  in d ic a te d  
th a t  i n  1958 p o w erfu l s e n a te  com m ittees had  few members from th o se  g ro u p s.
1 0
F o r f u r t h e r  co m p ariso n , E c k e r t  to o k  a n o th e r  sample o f  d a ta  during  
th e  p e r io d  19&5-6B, She accu m u la ted  d a ta  r e g a rd in g  p e rs o n s 1 ra n k , 
d i s c i p l i n e ,  s e n a te  com m ittee a p p o in tm e n ts , a g e , y e a r s  o f s e rv ic e ,  and 
a d m in i s t r a t iv e  p o s t s  h e ld .  She fo u n d  t h a t  d ep artm en ts  and  c o l le g e s  
c o n t r o l l e d  h i r i n g ,  c u rr io u lu m  an d  o t h e r  a s p e c t s  o f  in t e r n a l  l i f e ,  w hile  
th e  p r e s i d e n t ,  h i e  s t a f f  and th e  s e n a te  d e a l t  w i th  u n iv e rs ity -w id e  
p ro b le m s . The 1965-68 s tu d y  in v o lv e d  295 f a o u l ty  members and 103 s tu ­
d e n ts  and  a lu m n i. E c k e r t  found t h a t  69 p e rc e n t  o f  th e  f a c u l ty  r e p re ­
s e n t a t i v e s  w ere a s s ig n e d  to  one s e n a te  com m ittee; 21 p e rc e n t h e ld  two 
com m ittee  a s s ig n m e n ts ;  and  10 p e r c e n t  h e ld  from th re e  to  s ix .  She a lso  
fo u n d  t h a t  63 p e r c e n t  o f  th e  f a c u l t y  com m ittee  a p p o in te e s  h e ld  f u l l  
p r o f e s s o r  ra n k , w h ile  o n ly  2$  p e r c e n t  o f  th e  u n i v e r s i t y  f a c u l ty  h e ld  
t h i s  r a n k .  S i x t y - s i x  p e r c e n t  o f  th e  n o n - s tu d e n t  com m ittee a p p o in te e s  
h e ld  a d m in i s t r a t i v e  p o s t s  in c lu d in g  t h a t  o f  d ep a rtm e n ta l c h a irp e rso n . 
L ik e  L in d q u is t  and  B lack b u rn , E c k e r t  found  th a t  a  sm all group o f  key 
p e r s o n s  d o m in a ted  d e c is io n -m a k in g  b o d ie s ,  ih e s e  p e rso n s  h e ld  s e n io r  
academ ic ra n k  and a d m in i s t r a t iv e  p o s i t i o n s  (E o k e r t ,  1970, pp- 3Q8 - 31IO* 
At l e a s t  i n  one in s ta n c e  th e n , th e  s t r u c t u r a l i s t  approach  y ie ld e d  sim i­
l a r  r e s u l t s  t o  L in d q u is t  and B la o k b u m ’ s  more e la b o r a te  m ethodology.
E c k e r t  c o l l e c t e d  some d a ta  r e g a r d in g  s tu d e n t  p a r t i c ip a t i o n  i n  the 
s e n a te  an d  i t s  co m m ittees  a lth o u g h  sh e  d id  n o t have com plete in form a­
t i o n  w hich  l im i te d  com parison  w i th  p re v io u s  y e a r s .  Her 1969-70 s tu d en t 
in fo rm a t io n  In d ic a te d  t h a t  s tu d e n ts  w ere a llo w ed  one r e p re s e n ta t iv e  per 
one th o u sa n d  s tu d e n t s .  In  1969-70 th e  s e n a te  h ad  52 s tu d e n ts  and 110 
f a c u l t y  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s .  The new r e p r e s e n ta t i o n  p ro ced u re  was adopted 
i n  Ju n e  o f  196?. E c k e r t  i n v e s t i g a t e d  s tu d e n t  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  on sen a te  
co m m ittees  b e g in n in g  i n  1913 when th e y  had  members on f iv e  o f th e
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e le v e n  com m itteesi a t h l e t i c s ,  f in a n c e  and  a u d i t ,  s tu d e n t  p u b l i c a t i o n s ,  
s tu d e n t a f f a i r s  and  d e b a te . S tu d en t p a r t i c i p a t i o n  d e c l in e d  d u r in g  th e  
l a s t  h a l f  o f  th e  1 9 5 0 ' b> At th a t  tim e  t h e r e  were s tu d e n t  r e p r e s e n ta ­
t iv e s  on th re e  o f th e  n in e te e n  s e n a te  co m m ittees i a t h l e t i c s ,  s tu d e n t  
a f f a i r s ,  and ROTC. A f te r  th e  19&9 r e o r g a n i s a t i o n  o f  th e  s e n a te ,  th e r e  
were te n  co m m ittees,end  s tu d e n ts  w ere on se v e n  o f  th e s e .  The th re e  
ex cep tio n s  were th e  a d m in is t r a t iv e ,  J u d i c i a l  and th e  f a c u l ty  a f f l o r a  
com m ittees (E c k e r t, 1970, PP- 309-310)*
Hie L in d q u is t  and B lackburn  s tu d y  an d  th a t  o f  E ck ert p ro v id e d  
some g e n e ra l In fo rm a tio n  r e le v a n t  to  th e  background  o f  th e  q u e s t io n  o f  
c u r re n t p a r t i c ip a t i o n  l e v e l s  c f  th e  th r e e  campus c o n s t i tu e n c ie s — 
a d m in is tr a to rs ,  f a c u l ty  and s tu d e n ts*  S in c e  a d m in is t r a to r s  seemed to  
p a r t ic ip a te  e x te n s iv e ly  i n  d e c is io n -m a k in g , i t  was n o t s u r p r i s in g  t h a t  
L in d q u is t and B lackburn  found  them to  be t h e  moat s a t i s f i e d  w ith  th e  
locus o f d ec is io n -m ak in g  on campus. S in ce  m ost f a o u l ty  members w ere 
not in o lu d ed  i n  d e c is io n -m ak in g  b o d ie s , i t  was n o t s u r p r i s in g  th a t  
f a c u l ty  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  w ith  t h e i r  r o l e  i n  d e c is io n -m a k in g  h a s  re o e iv e d  
a good d ea l o f  a t t e n t i o n  i n  p r o fe s s io n a l  jo u r n a l s  o f  th e  l a s t  decade . 
There have been s tu d ie s ,  however, t h a t  g iv e  more s p e c i f i c  in fo rm a tio n  
about th e  a re a s  o f  d ec is io n -m ak in g  c u r r e n t l y  p a r t i c ip a te d  i n  by  th e  fo u r  
o o n s titu e n o ie e  su rv ey ed  i n  t h i s  s tu d y . More d e t a i l e d  tr e a tm e n t  o f  th e  
t r u s t e e s 1 c u r re n t  r o le  i n  academ ic governm ent was found i n  G overnance 
of H igher E ducations S ix  P r io r i t y  P rob lem s by th e  C arneg ie  Commission 
on H igher E d u ca tio n , and i n  C o llege and  U n iv e r s i ty  T ru s te e s h ip  by Mor­
to n  A. Bauh. Hie r o l e  o f a d m in is t r a to r s  was g e n e r a l ly  s tu d ie d  j o i n t l y  
w ith  th a t  o f  th e  f a c u l ty .  The m ajor s tu d ie s  which d e a l t  w i th  t h e i r  
r o le s  were F ao u lty  P a r t i c ip a t io n  i n  Academic Governance by A rnold  R.
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Weber and A s s o c ia te s ,  th e  "R eport o f  th e  S urvey  Sub-com m ittee o f  Com­
m itte e  T,r by th e  American A s so c ia tio n  o f  U n iv e r s i ty  P r o fe s s o r s ,  and 
F ac u lty  P e rc e p tio n s  o f  SharedL f tu tf to r l tv  and C o l le c t iv e  B a rg a in in g  a t  
P u b lic  I n s t i t u t i o n s  o f  H igher E d u c a tio n  in  V ir g in ia  by James 0 , Arm­
s tro n g  I I ,  The f a c u l t y 's  r o l e  in  governance re o e iv e d  e x c lu s iv e  a t t e n ­
t io n  in  P a c u lty  P a r t i c ip a t io n  I n  Academic jD acisionH D aliing by A rch ie  R. 
Dykes, And f i n a l l y , th e  r o le  o f  s tu d e n ts  in  governance re c e iv e d  d e­
t a i l e d  tre a tm e n t in  "S tu d en t P a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  th e  U n iv e r s i ty  D ec is io n ­
making P ro c e s s ,"  by Leonard C. Hawes and Hugo R* Trux IV, a s  w e ll  a s  
in  Should S tu d e n ts  Share th e  Power, by E a r l  J ,  M cGrath, H ie C arneg ie  
Com m ission's s tudy  a ls o  d evo ted  a  good d e a l o f  a t t e n t i o n  to  s tu d e n ts ' 
r o le  in  governance.
Hie r o le  o f th e  board was th o u g h t to  be o f  o r u c ia l  im p o rtan ce  by 
th e  C arnegie Commission on H igher E d u ca tio n  w hich sp o n so red  re se a ro h  
co n cern in g  campus governance in  1969 and com piled  t h e i r  f in d in g s  in to  
Governance o f  H igher E d u ca tio n ! S ix  P r i o r i t y  Problem s which was pub­
l i s h e d  in  1973* They found t h a t  p u rp o ses  o f  i n s t i t u t i o n s  o f  h ig h e r  
e d u ca tio n  were b e in g  exam ined, campus independence was b e in g  ero d ed , 
and c o n f l i c t  on campus was in t e n s i f y in g ,  a l l  o f  w hich p o in te d  to  th e  
n e c e s s i ty  f o r  changes in  th e  r o le  o f  th e  g o v e rn in g  b o ard s  o f  o o lle g e s  
and u n i v e r s i t i e s .  T h e ir  g e n e ra l  s ta te m e n t o f  th e  r o le s  o f  t r u s t e e s  
in c lu d ed  n in e  a s p e c ts  o f  g o v ern an ce . The board  o f  t r u s t e e s  has  re sp o n ­
s i b i l i t y  f o r  th e  lo n g -te rm  w e lfa re  o f  th e  i n s t i t u t i o n ,  and i t  d e f in e s  
th e  p u rp o ses  to  be f u l f i l l e d  and th e  s ta n d a rd s  to  be m et. L ik ew ise , i t  
i s  th e  g u a rd ia n  o f  th e  m iss io n  o f  th e  i n s t i t u t i o n .  I t  a ls o  e v a lu a te s  
o v e r a l l  perform ance and a c t s  a s  a  b u f f e r  betw een oampus and s o c ie ty .
The board  i s  th e  f i n a l  a r b i t r a t o r  o f  i n t e r n a l  d i s p u te s .  I t  i s  an  ag en t
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o f  change i n  an  h i s t o r i c a l l y  c o n s e rv a tiv e  I n s t i t u t i o n ,  and i t  has  b a s ic  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  th e  f in a n c ia l  w e lfa re  o f  th e  o r g a n iz a t io n .  F in a l ly ,  
i t  p ro v id e s  f o r  th e  governance o f  th e  i n s t i t u t i o n  a s  i t  a p p o in ts  and 
removes th e  p r e s id e n t  and c h ie f  a d m in is t r a t iv e  o f f i c e r s  and a r ra n g e s  
f o r  th e  a d m in is t r a t iv e  s t r u o tu r e  (CCHE, 1973* PP- 3 2 -3 3 ).
The C arnegie Commission on H ig h er E d u ca tio n  Bummed up g e n e ra l  
r e fe r e n c e s  to  th e  b o a r d 's  ro le *  b u t m ore s p e c i f ic  in fo rm a tio n  wae p r e ­
s e n te d  by flauh. In  h i e  r e s e a r c h ,  he in te rv ie w e d  ab o u t se v e n ty  p r e s i ­
d e n ts  and t r u s t e e s .  H is p a r t i c ip a n t s  w ere n o t random ly s e le c te d  bu t 
were chosen because o f  d is t in g u is h e d  su c c e ss  in  c o l le g e  and u n iv e r s i ty  
g o v ern an ce . The p u rp o se  o f  h i s  s tu d y  was to  c l a r i f y  th e  r e s p o n s i b i l i ­
t i e s  o f  b o ard s  o f  t r u s t e e s  (Hauh, 1959* PP. 3-10)*
Die re sp o n d e n ts  d i s t i l l e d  th e  b o a rd ’ s  r o le  in to  a  minimum o f  fo u r  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s .  F i r s t ,  i t  was s a id  to  s e l e c t  and  change th e  p r e s id e n t  
when n e c e s sa ry . Second, i t  h e ld  t i t l e  to  th e  p ro p e r ty ,  a c te d  a s  a 
c o u r t  o f  l a s t  r e s c r t ,  and h e ld  th e  c h a r t e r .  The in v e s tm e n t o f  endow­
m ents o r  th e  d e le g a t io n  o f  t h i s  to  p r o f e s s io n a l ly  s k i l l e d  p e rso n s  was 
a l s o  seen  a s  a  m a jo r r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  o f  th e  board  a s  i t  c u r r e n t ly  func­
t i o n s ,  C urricu lum  was seen  a s  th e  domain o f  th e  f a c u l ty ,  b u t th e  
t r u s t e e s ’ r i g h t  to  in te rv e n e  in  t h i s  a r e a  was m a in ta in e d  (fiauh, 1969* 
P P .  18 -2 3 ).
One o f  the key  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  o f  the board  was th a t  o f  ohooaing 
th e  p r e s id e n t .  The s e le c t io n  p ro ced u re  was t y p i c a l l y  a s  fo llow s*  The 
b o ard  ap p o in ted  a  subcom m ittee w hich worked w ith  f a c u l t y  r e p re s e n ta ­
t i v e s  to  draw up q u a l i f i c a t i o n s .  The board  and f a c u l ty  s e a rc h  commit­
te e s  so reened  c a n d id a te s  s e p a r a te ly ,  and th e  board  made th e  f i n a l  d e c i­
s io n .  O rd in a r i ly  th e  b o ard  does n o t  s e le c t  anyone o v e r th e  o b je c t io n
o f  f a o u l ty  recom m endations (Bauh, 1959t PP- 2 3 -2 8 ).
In  r e g a rd  to  f a c u l ty  s e le c t io n ,  Bauh found  th a t  m ost h o a rd s  d e le ­
g a te  t h i s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  to  th e  p r e s id e n t ,  deans and f a c u l ty  members. 
Howeveri f i n a l  ap p ro v a l i s  r e ta in e d  by the b o ard  (Bauh, 1359, P* 3 8 ) .
Rauh’ s  re sp o n d e n ts  seemed to  th in k  th a t  b o a rd s  o f te n  do n o t have 
a s  much c o n t r o l  over b u d g e tin g  a s  i s  g e n e ra l ly  b e l i e v e d .  O ften  th e  
budget I s  p r e s e n te d  to  the board  l a t e  in  th e  s p r in g  when ap p o in tm en ts  
f o r  th e  n e x t y e a r  have a lre a d y  been made, so th e re  i s  l i t t l e  t h a t  can 
be done to  change th e  budget a t  t h a t  tim e and s t i l l  h o n o r commitmentb 
(Rauh, 19 f t ,  PP. tA-U3).
F in a n c ia l  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  was g e n e ra l ly  assum ed t o  re B t w ith  th e  
b o ard , b u t a o tu a l  f u n d - r a is in g  was o f te n  c a r r i e d  o u t b y  th e  p r e s id e n t  
o f  th e  i n s t i t u t i o n .  B u ild in g s  and g rounds was seen  a s  an a r e a  i n  which 
moat boards in v o lv e  them selves a t  th e  o p e ra t io n a l  l e v e l  when th e y  would 
n o t  do ao w ith  e d u c a tio n a l m a t te r s .  A g re a t  d e a l  o f  th e  b o a rd ’ s  tim e 
was r e p o r te d ly  sp e n t on b u ild in g s  an d  grounds i s s u e s .  F a c u l ty ’ s  r i g h t  
to  c o n tro l  c u rr ic u lu m  m a tte rs  was g e n e r a l ly  a c c e p te d  ( p .  7^)»
The s tu d y  o f  th e  ro le  o f  a d m in is t r a to r s  i n  academ ic governance 
was ty p ic a l ly  l in k e d  in e x tr ic a b ly  w i th  th a t  o f  th e  f a c u l t y ,  Weber and 
h i s  a s s o c ia te s  p io n ee re d  w ith  t h e i r  19&7 s tu d y  o f  govern an ce  s ty l e s  in  
35 c o lle g e s  and  u n i v e r s i t i e s .  Hiey w ere i n v e s t ig a t in g  u n re s t  on  cam­
pus and blam ed governance problem s f o r  th e  t r o u b le .  F i f t y  p e r c e n t  o f  
th e  campuBes studied were c h a r a c te r iz e d  by one g o v ern an ce  s ty l e ,  
a d m in is t r a t iv e  prim acy . ’This meant t h a t  mechanisms f o r  f a c u l ty  con­
s u l t a t i o n  e x i s t e d ,  b u t t h e i r  views w ere g iv en  l e s s  c o n s id e r a t io n  th a n  
a d m in is t r a t iv e  recom m endations. T w en ty -fiv e  p e rc e n t  o f  th e  cam puses 
w ere c h a ra c te r iz e d  by shared  a u th o r i t y ,  whioh meant t h a t  b o th  f a c u l ty
2 3
and a d m in is tra t io n  e x e rc is e d  e f f e c t iv e  in f lu e n c e  in  d e c is io n -m a k in g , A 
few campuses m an ife s ted  th e  f a c u l ty  prim acy s ty l e  o f  g overnance  i n  w hich 
d e c is io n s  wars made p r im a r i ly  by f a c u l ty t b u t most o f  th e  rem a in in g  2$  
p e rc e n t  o f th e  campuses e x h ib i te d  a d m in is t r a t iv e  dom inance. Here 
a d m in is t r a to r s  made u n i l a t e r a l  d e c is io n s  w ith  l i t t l e  o r  no c o n s u l ta t io n  
w ith  f a c u l ty  (Weber St A s so c ia te s , 1967 , pp, l i t—17)•
In  th e  academ ic y a a r  1969"70. th e  Survey Subcom m ittee o f  Committee 
T o f  the American A sso c ia tio n  o f  U n iv e rs i ty  P ro fe s s o r s  s e n t a  r a t h e r  
in v o lv e d  q u e s tio n n a ire  to  c o l le g e s  and u n i v e r s i t i e s  h a v in g  AAUF chap­
t e r s ,  The q u e s tio n n a ire e  w ere m ailed  to  b o th  th e  p r e s id e n ts  o f  th e  i n ­
s t i t u t i o n s  and th e  c h a p te r  p r e s id e n ts .  The r e p l i e s  from  th e  two g ro u p s  
w ere very  d i f f e r e n t ,  so  they  were asked  to  J o in t ly  com ple te  th e  q u es­
t i o n n a i r e ,  S ig h t hundred and f i f t e e n  u sab le  J o in t  r e tu r n s  were o b ta in e d . 
R espondents were asked  to  in d ic a te  th e  le v e l  o f  f a o u l ty  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  
in  v a r io u s  a re a s  o f  d ec is io n -m ak in g . R e su lts  in d ic a te d  t h a t  f a o u l ty  
p a r t ic ip a te d  a t  th e  le v e l  o f  c o n s u lta t io n  w hich was l e s s  th an  th e  id e a l  
e x p re ssed  by th e  American A s so c ia tio n  o f  U n iv e rs i ty  P r o fe s s o r s  in  th e  
"S ta tem en t on Government o f  C o lle g e s  and U n i v e r s i t i e s . " The ran g e  o f  
re sp o n se  c a te g o r ie s  w ere l )  F a c u lty  D e te rm in a tio n , 2) J o in t  A c tio n  ^/by 
f a c u l ty  and a d m in is tr a t io n ^ , 3 ) C o n s u lta tio n , ij) D iscus s i  on, 5 ) ftone 
/n o  f a c u l ty  p a r t i c ip a t io n ^  (R eport o f  th e  Survey Subcom m ittee o f  Com­
m itte e  T, 197I t  PP- GB-69 , 73. 122- 23 ) .
Armstrong su rveyed  th e  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  f u l l - t im e  f a c u l ty  members 
a t  p u b lic  i n s t i t u t i o n s  o f  h ig h e r  e d u ca tio n  in  V irg in ia  r e g a rd in g  tw e n ty -  
two decis io n -m ak in g  a r e a s .  These were broken in to  fo u r  c a te g o r ie s :  
f a c u l ty  a f f a i r s ,  appoin tm ent o f  f a c u l ty  and a d m in is t r a to r s ,  academ ic 
program s, and p la n n in g  and governance. Of th e  3f& q u e s t io n n a i r e s  m a iled
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to  p a r t i c i p a n t s ,  215 r e tu r n s  w ere u s a b le  in  w hole o r  in  p a r t .  The 
f a o u l ty  p e rc e iv e d  d e c is io n s  co n ce rn in g  academ ic program s a s  b e in g  
sh a red  betw een f a c u l ty  and a d m in is t r a to r s .  However, th e y  f e l t  t h a t  
d e c is io n s  i n  th e  o th e r  th re e  c a te g o r ie s  f e l l  c lo s e r  to  a d m in is t r a t iv e  
p rim acy  th a n  to  sh a re d  d ec is io n -m ak in g . Thus a d m in is t r a to r s  were p e r ­
c e iv ed  a s  h a v in g  th e  l a r g e r  r o le  i n  d e c is io n s  p e r t a in in g  to  f a c u l ty  
a f f a i r s ,  p la n n in g  and g o v ern an ce , and  ap p o in tm en ts  (A rm strong , unpub­
l i s h e d  d i s s e r t a t i o n ,  1975. PP* 1+9—^ 0 ) .
The American A s so c ia tio n  o f  U n iv e r s i ty  P ro fe s s o r s  s tu d y  conducted  
by th e  Survey Subcom m ittee o f  Committee T was an  a tte m p t to  a s c e r t a in  
th e  f a c i l i t i e s 1 a c tu a l  l e v e l  o f  p a r t i c ip a t i o n  in  s e v e ra l  c a te g o r ie s  o f  
campus g o v em an o e . R espondents w ere to  exam ine c a r e f u l ly  p ro ced u res  
and t r a d i t i o n s  on t h e i r  campuses i n  s e le c t in g  t h e i r  answ ers . Row w e ll 
th e  s tu d y  sucoeeded  in  d is c o v e r in g  a c tu a l  p r a c t i c e s  a s  opposed to  p e r ­
c e p tio n s  o f  p r a c t i c e s  may be in d ic a te d  by th e  f a c t  t h a t  th e  o r ig in a l  
r e p o r t s  f i l e d  s e p a ra te ly  by th e  i n s t i t u t i o n  and th e  American A ssocia­
t io n  o f  U n iv e r s i ty  P ro fe s s o r s  c h a p te r  p r e s id e n ts  d is a g re e d  so  d r a s t i c ­
a l l y  t h a t  j o i n t  fo rm u la tio n  o f  th e  r e p o r t s  was re q u e s te d . P a r t i c ip a n t s  
s e le c te d  from f iv e  re sp o n se  c a te g o r ie s :  f a c u l ty  d e te rm in a tio n , J o in t
a c t io n ,  c o n s u lta t io n *  d is c u s s io n  o r  none. In  g e n e ra l ,  th e  l e v e l  o f  
f a c u l ty  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  was found to  be c o n s u l ta t io n  (R ep o rt o f  the  
Survey Subcom m ittee o f  Committee T, 1971, PP- 66-121*).
A nother s tu d y  w hich d e a l t  w ith  th e  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  f a c u l ty  e x c lu ­
s iv e ly  was t h a t  conducted  by XtykeB. He conducted  p e rs o n a l  in te rv ie w s  
w ith  101* members o f  th e  c o l le g e  o f  l i b e r a l  a r t s  and  s c ie n c e s  a t  a  
la r g e ,  m id w estem  u n iv e r s i ty .  The sample was random ly s e le c te d  and 
s t r a t i f i e d  a c c o rd in g  to  ran k . I t  was l im ite d  to  f u l l - t i m e ,  te a c h in g
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o r  re s e a rc h  f a o u lty  who d id  no t have heavy  admini a t  n a t iv e  d u tie s*  ao 
dep artm en ta l c h a irp e rs o n s ,  deans, e tc .*  were not in c lu d e d  (Dykes, 1^68, 
pp, v i - v l i ) .
A lthough Dykes' s tu d y  d e a l t  l a r g e ly  w ith th e  p r e f e r r e d  o r id e a l  
fa o u lty  r o le  in  g overnance , some o f  h i  a f in d in g s  d id  r e f l e c t  the c u r­
ren t p r a c t i c e s ,  Dykes found a w id e sp rea d  co n v ic tio n  th a t  f a c u l ty  and 
a d m in is tr a t iv e  p r i o r i t i s e  c o n f l i c t .  He a ls o  d isco v e red  a  tendency to  
d icho tom ise d e c is io n s  in to  those d e a l in g  w ith e d u o a tio n a l and non- 
ed u o a tio n a l m a tte rs .  The l a t t e r  o u ts ta n d in g ly  in c lu d ed  f in a n c ia l  
a f f a i r s *  A c o ro l la ry  tendency was fo r  th e  f a c u l ty ’ s n o n f in a n o ia l  r o le  
to be d e n ig ra te d . H is re sp o n d en ts  com plained th a t  the c u r r e n t  f a c u l ty  
ro le  i n  governance was l im ite d  to  in s ig n i f i c a n t  m a tte r s .  F o rty -o n e  
p ercen t f a i t  th a t  th e  f a c u l ty  was ex c lu d ed  from d e c is io n s  i n  which th e y  
should p a r t ic ip a te *  12 p e rc e n t s a id  th e y  were n o t;  and i*7 p s ro e n t s a id  
they d id  n o t know. O nly 28 p e rc e n t w ere s a t i s f i e d  w ith  t h e i r  c u r re n t  
ro le  i n  governance, w h ile  63 p e rc e n t w ere d i s s a t i s f i e d .  A v a s t m ajo r­
i t y ,  07 p e rc e n t ,  s a id  t h a t  some p e rso n s  p a r t ic ip a te  more th a n  o th e rs  i n  
campus governance; and 79 p e rc e n t Haid a l l  persons do n o t have an equal 
chance to  do so . O ld e r p ro fe s s o rs  were thought to  be m ost a c t iv e .
Dykes ooncluded th a t  muoh o f  th e  te n s io n  between f a o u l ty  and adm in is­
t r a to r s  r e s u l t s  from th e  view o f  th e  u n iv e r s i ty  a s  a  c lo s e d  system in  
which th e  In c rease  o f  a d m in is t r a t iv e  in f lu e n c e  would mean a  d ecrease  in  
f a c u l ty  in f lu e n c e . Ho found th a t  f a c u l ty  and a d m in is t r a to r s  a re  seen  
as a d v e r s a r ie s  (Dykes, 1968, pp. 9 , 11, 13, 15, 17, 18, 2 0 -2 2 ),
McGrath un d erto o k  th e  atudy  o f  th e  c u rre n t ro le  o f  s tu d e n ts  in  
academic governance a t  th e  re q u e s t  o f  th e  American Academy o f  A rts  and 
S c ien ces . The re sp o n d e n ts  c o n s is te d  o f  about $00  p r e s i d e n t s  o f  Am erican
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and Canadian o o lie g e s  and u n i v e r s i t i e s .  About 875 o f  th e  re sp o n d en ts  
gave u s a b le  r e s u l t s  (McGrath, 1970* PP* 5 -6 ) .
S tu d en t p a r t ic ip a t io n  in  academ ic governance h a s  e x is te d  to  one 
degree o r  an o th e r s in c e  th e  u n iv e r s i t a s  o r ig in a te d  i n  I t a l y  in  th e  l a s t  
p a r t  o f  th e  tw e lf th  o e n tu ry , and McGrath p o in te d  o u t th a t  th e  c u r r e n t  
claim  th a t  s tu d e n ts  p a r t i c ip a te  more th an  e v e r  i s  n o t founded in  r e ­
sea rch . S tu d en ts ' c u r re n t  p a r t i c ip a t io n  v a r ie s  among i n s t i t u t i o n a l  
types and  s p e c if ic  com m ittees. S tu d e n ts  w ere found on more com m ittees 
in  sm a lle r  o o lleg es  th a n  in  l a r g e r T complex u n i v e r s i t i e s , The commit­
te e  most commonly h a v in g  some type o f  s tu d e n t p a r t i c ip a t i o n  was th e  
cu rricu lu m  com m ittee. A t o t a l  o f  53 p e rc e n t o f  th e s e  com m ittees had 
some ty p e  o f  s tu d e n t p a r t ic ip a t io n *  and 1*6 p e rc e n t h ad  s tu d e n t v o tin g  
members. The very pow erfu l f a c u l ty  e x e c u tiv e  com m ittee allow ed  some 
type o f  s tu d e n t p a r t i c ip a t io n  in  ab o u t 23 p e rc e n t o f  th e  o a se s , w h ile  
18 p e rc e n t p e rm itte d  v o tin g  by s tu d e n t  members. However, in  p e rso n n e l 
m a tte rs  s tu d e n ts  were n o t allow ed to  p a r t i c ip a te  s ig n i f i c a n t l y .  Four 
p o in t seven p e rcen t o f  fa o u lty  s e le c t io n ,  prom otion and  te n u re  commit­
te e s  a llow ed  e i th e r  v o tin g  o r  n o n -v o tin g  s tu d e n t members. Ih re e  p o in t  
th re e  p e rc e n t a c tu a l ly  allow ed e tu d e n te  to  v o te . The on ly  p o l ic y -  
making body w ith  few er v o tin g  s tu d e n t members were b o ard s  o f  t r u s t e e s .  
Two p o in t  seven p e rc e n t p e rm itted  s tu d e n t members to  v o te , w h ile  20 
p e rc e n t allow ed some type  o f  s tu d e n t p a r t i c ip a t io n .  By th e  arrangem ent 
o f  th e  d a ta  in  Table I  in  th e  ap pend ix , McGrath im p lie d  t h a t  th e  fo llo w ­
in g  com m ittees were n o t po licy -m aking  bod ies a lth o u g h  he o f fe re d  no 
e x p la n a tio n  fo r  t h i s  c a te g o r iz a t io n .  He re p o r te d  o n ly  th e  t o t a l  s tu ­
dent p a r t ic ip a t io n  f ig u r e s  fo r  th e s e  com m ittees and  d id  n o t s p e c ify  th e  
p e rce n ta g e s  a llow ing  s tu d e n t v o tin g  m em berships. About o n e - th ird  o f
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th e  l i b r a r y ,  p u b lic  e v e n ts ,  and s tu d e n t  l i f e  com m ittees had  s tu d e n t  
members. Less th a n  o n e - f i f t h  o f  th e  ad m iss io n s  and d i s c ip l in e  commit­
t e e s  in c lu d e d  s tu d e n ts ,  and o n ly  a b o u t 10 p e ro e n t  o f  th e  p la n n in g  com­
m i t te e s .
MoGrath concluded  t h a t  s tu d e n t  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  on f a c u l ty  commit­
t e e s  was becoming th e  r u le  r a t h e r  th a n  th e  e x c e p tio n . E ig h ty -e ig h t  
p o in t  th r e e  p e ro e n t o f  th e  i n s t i t u t i o n s  r e p o r te d  s tu d e n ts  on a t  l e a s t  
one f a o u l ty  com m ittee, and  h i s  r e s u l t s  in d ic a te d  a  tre n d  tow ard i n ­
c re a se d  s tu d e n t r e p r e s e n ta t io n  (MoGrath, 1970, PP* 1, 7 , 10-11, 18, 
38-/+5t 10 6 ) ,
Hawes and Trux s tu d ie d  s tu d e n t  p a r t i c ip a t i o n  in  governance com­
m it te e s  a t  a  la r g e ,  m idw estern  u n iv e r s i t y .  T h e ir  s u b je c ts  cams from 
th re e  s t r a t a  o f  th e  c o l le g e  community: s tu d e n ts  who w ere n o t members
o f  com m ittees, s tu d e n t  members o f  co m m ittees, and  f a c u l ty  and s t a f f  
members o f  com m ittees. There was a  t o t a l  o f  o v e r  500 re sp o n d e n ts .
L a ta  w ere c o l le o te d  th ro u g h  th e  u se  o f  p o l l s ,  q u e s t io n n a ir e s ,  te lep h o n e  
in te rv ie w s ,  and ca se  h i s to r y  in te rv ie w s  u s in g  a  sch ed u le  w hich e l i c i t e d  
d e t a i l e d  in fo rm a tio n . F i f t y  p e ro e n t  o f  th e  com m ittees had  s tu d e n t  
r e p r e s e n ta t iv e s .  F if ty - tw o  p e rc e n t  o f  th e  s tu d e n t  r e p r e s e n ta t iv e s  w ere 
g ra d u a te  s tu d e n ts ,  and o n e - th ir d  w ere s e n io r s .  Hawes and  Trux found 
t h a t  c o l le g e - le v e l  com m ittees had  more s tu d e n t  r e p r e s e n ta t io n  th a n  d id  
d e p a rtm e n ta l and u n iv e r s i ty -w id e  co m m ittees. S tu d e n ts  f e l t  u n d er­
r e p re s e n te d  w h ile  f a c u l ty  th o u g h t s tu d e n t r e p r e s e n ta t io n  was a d eq u a te , 
F a o u lty  and  s tu d e n ts ' o p in io n s  o f  each o th e r  were found to  im prove 
a f t e r  s e rv in g  to g e th e r  on com m ittees. The a u th o rs  concluded  th a t  th e  
f u l l  p o te n t i a l  o f  s tu d e n t  p a r t i c ip a t i o n  on com m ittees f o r  academ ic 
governance has n o t been  r e a l i z e d ,  b u t th a t  suoh p a r t i c ip a t i o n  i s  a
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f i r s t  s te p  tow ard th e  in te g r a t io n  o f  s tu d e n ts ,  f a o u l ty  and th e  adm in is­
t r a t i o n  (Hawes & Trux, 197k t pp. 1 2 3 -3U).
Bummary
Tn summation, assessm en ts  o f  c u r re n t  governance p r a c t i c e s  seemed 
t o  p o in t  tc  th e  d iv is io n  o f la b o r  approach* T ru s te e s  view them selves 
a s  m ain ly  concerned  w ith  f in a n c ia l  and p h y s ic a l  r e s o u rc e s  o f  th e  c o l­
le g e  w h ile  th ey  expect a d m in is t r a to r s  to  concern  th em se lv es  w ith  fund- 
r a i s i n g ,  p u b lic  r e l a t io n s ,  alum ni a f f a i r s  and s tu d e n t  a f f a i r s * F ao u lty  
and  a d m in is t r a to r s  a p p a re n tly  conour in  t h i s  r o le  f o r  a d m in is t r a to r s .  
These th re e  c o n s t i tu e n c ie s  a l s o  a g re e , g e n e r a l ly ,  t h a t  e d u c a tio n a l mat­
t e r s  a r e  th e  c h i e f  concern  o f f a o u l ty .  S tu d e n ts  w ere view ed a s  hav in g  
a  r o le  i n  governance, b u t t h i s  r o le  was s t i l l  in  th e  p ro c e ss  o f be in g  
form ed. S tu d e n ts  were most commonly found to  p a r t i c ip a t e  in  aoademic 
program  d e c is io n s  and e x t r a c u r r i c u la r  a c t i v i t i e s *  Exam ination  o f th e  
r e s e a r c h  concerned  w ith  th e  c o n s t i tu e n c ie s ’ p r e f e r r e d  r o le s  fo r  them­
s e lv e s  and o th e r s  h ig h lig h te d  problem  a r e a s .
P r e f e r r e d  P r a c t ic e
In  1?66 th e  f’S tatem ent on Government o f  C o lle g e s  and U n iv e rs i­
t i e s "  appeared  i n  th e  American A s so c ia tio n  o f  U n iv e r s i ty  P ro fe s so rs  
B u l l e t i n .  *Riis document, w hich o u t l in e s  a  governance model f o r  h ig h e r  
e d u c a tio n , was J o in t ly  fo rm u la ted  by r e p r e s e n ta t iv e s  o f  th e  American 
A s so c ia tio n  o f  U n iv e rs ity  P ro fe s s o r s ,  th e  American C ouncil on Educa­
t i o n ,  and  th e  A sso c ia tio n  o f  G overning Boards o f  U n iv e r s i t ie s  and Col­
l e g e s .  The S ta tem en t c a l le d  f o r  J o in t  p la n n in g  and  e f f o r t  from govern ­
in g  b o a rd s , a d m in is t r a to r s ,  f a c u l ty ,  s tu d e n ts  and  o th e r s  in  o rd e r  to  
m eet th e  complex and v a r io u s  ta s k s  c f  i n s t i t u t i o n s  o f  h ig h e r  ed u c a tio n . 
A l l  fo u r  m ajor c o n s t i tu e n c ie s  w ere to  p a r t i c ip a t e  a t  some p o in t i n
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Im p o rta n t d e c is io n -m a k in g  a r e a s .  However, th e  v o ic e  o r  each  i n  any 
g iv e n  d e c is io n  w ould he i n  r e l a t i o n  to  th e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  each  g ro u p  
had  f o r  t h a t  a r e a  o f  co n cern . No a t te m p t was made to  o u t l i n e  each  com­
p o n e n t’ s d eg ree  o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  In  s p e c i f i c  a r e a s .  T h is  was to  b e  
l e f t  to  th e  p e rso n s  on th e  in d iv id u a l  cam puses» b u t exam ples w ere g iv e n  
f o r  th e  sak e  o f e x p la n a t io n .  S in ce  th e  f a o u l ty  h as  th e  l a r g e s t  r e sp o n ­
s i b i l i t y  f o r  c u rr ic u lu m , i t  would have th e  l a r g e s t  v o ic e  i n  m a t te r s  
c o n c e rn in g  t h i s  a r e a  w h ile  th e  o th e r  th r e e  com ponents w ould have a  
s m a lle r  r o l e .  A lthough t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  document d e v o te d  m inim al a t t e n ­
t i o n  to  th e  r o le  o f  s tu d e n ts  i n  d e c is io n -m a k in g , th e y  w ere d e f i n i t e l y  
in c lu d e d  a s  one o f  th e  g roups t h a t  was exp ec ted  to  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  cam­
p u s g o v em an o e . L a te r ,  i n  1970» th e  Am erican A s s o c ia t io n  o f  U n iv e r s i ty  
P r o fe s s o r s  p u b lish e d  a  s ta te m e n t on "S tu d e n t P a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  C o lle g e  
and U n iv e r s i ty  Governm ent’1 which f u l l y  t r e a te d  th e  s u b je c t  o f  th e  s t u ­
d e n ts 1 r o l e  ("S ta te m e n t on Government o f  C o lleg e s  and  U n i v e r s i t i e s , fl 
f i r s t  p u b lis h e d  1966, r e p r in te d  i n  C arn eg ie  Commission on H ig h er Educa­
t i o n ,  1973i PP* 206-08 ; "S tu d en t P a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  C o lle g e  and U n iv e r­
s i t y  G overnm ent,” f i r s t  p r in te d  1970* r e p r in te d  in  C a rn eg ie  Commission 
on H ig h er E d u c a tio n , 1973* PP* 21*5-19) •
As K eeton p o in te d  o u t ,  s h a r in g  d e c is io n -m a k in g  c a n  ta k e  two 
fo rm s. F i r s t ,  d e c is io n s  can  be made j o i n t l y .  Second, th e  la b o r  c a n  
be d iv id e d  and  s p e c i f i c  d e c is io n s  a l lo c a te d  to  one g ro u p  w h ile  o th e r s  
a r e  a s s ig n e d  o th e r  governance r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  (K ee to n , 1971, P* 11+9)* 
Ih e  govem anoe s t r u c t u r e  su g g e s te d  by t h e o r i s t s  w hich a f f o r d s  th e  m ost 
ob v io u s  o p p o r tu n i ty  f o r  j o i n t  d e o i s i  on-m aking o r  J o i n t  a o t io n  was th e  
s e n a te .  M cGrath p ro p o sed  th a t  a  s e n a te  o f s tu d e n ts ,  f a c u l t y ,  a d m in is ­
t r a t o r s ,  an d  t r u s t e e s  be form ed on cam puses. He co n ten d ed  th a t  a
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s t r u c t u r e  l i k e  th e  se n a te  w hich p ro v id e s  a  chance f o r  a l l  to  d is c u s s  
and  J o i n t l y  d ec id e  would o p e ra te  w ith  l e s s  c o n f l i c t  th e n  s t r u c tu r e s  
where c o n s t i tu e n t  g roups m eet and make d e c is io n s  w hich th e n  must be 
re c o n c i le d  w ith  d e c is io n s  t h a t  have b een  made by o th e r  g ro u p s (McGrath, 
1970, p . 10^).
S e n a te s  o f  no more th a n  5° members w ere su p p o rted  by th e  American 
A s s o c ia t io n  o f  U n iv e r s i ty  P ro fe s s o r s .  They recommended t h a t  s e n a te s  
have f a c u l t y ,  a d m in is t r a to r  and s tu d e n t members w ith  th e  p r e s id e n t  p re ­
s id in g .  I t  was b e l ie v e d  th a t  th e  p r e s id e n t  would be  l e s s  l i k e l y  to  
v e to  th in g s  he p a r t i c i p a t e d  in  fo rm u la tin g  (Mason, 1972, p . 75? "S tu ­
d e n t P a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  C o lleg e  and U n iv e r s i ty  Government, ” r e p r in te d  in  
C arn eg ie  Commission on H ig h er E d u ca tio n , 1973, P- 2 1 9 ) . Lawry was 
p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n t e r e s t e d  in  th e  use o f  s e n a te s ,  f o r  he b e l ie v e d  t h i s  
g overnance  s t r u c t u r e  was more e f f i c i e n t ,  composed o f  mere inform ed p e r­
so n s, and  a s s u re d  f a c u l t y  a  s tr o n g e r  r o le  in  governance th a n  they  n o r­
m a lly  have w ith o u t a  s e n a te  (Lawry, 1971, pp. 377**8o)»
I f  th e  d iv i s io n  o f  la b o r  w ere th e  p r e f e r r e d  app roach  to  govern ­
a n c e , d e c e n t r a l i z a t i o n  would p ro v id e  one means o f  im p lem en ta tio n . Kee­
to n  p r e f e r r e d  d e c e n t r a l i z a t i o n  because o f  th e  d iv e r s i t y  i t  a llo w s . He 
f e l t  t h a t  d i v e r s i t y  was v i t a l l y  im p o rta n t d u rin g  a  tim e when c e n t r a l  
c o o r d in a t io n ,  e s p e c ia l ly  o e n t r a l  c o n tro l  o f  funds, can  p r e s s  f o r  homo­
g e n iz a t io n  (K eeton , 1971* p . 3 5 ) . D e c e n tr a l iz a t io n  was a ls o  very  
s tro n g ly  u rg ed  a s  th e  p r e f e r r e d  governance approach by H cenberry , He 
f e l t  t h a t  th e  c u r r e n t  fo cu s  on more c e n t r a l  forums f o r  d is c u s s io n  and 
d e c is io n -m a k in g  was n o t a p p r o p r ia te ly  o r ie n te d .  He u rg ed  th a t  new 
g overnance  s t r u c tu r e s  be form ed to  b roaden  p a r t i c ip a t i o n  a t  th e  c o u rse , 
program , and  d e p a r tm e n ta l le v e ls ?  f o r  i t  i s  a t  th e se  l e v e l s  where
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p e r s o n s  a r e  a c t i v e l y  i n t e r s 0te d  and w i l l  p a r t ic ip a te  e n th u s i a s t i c a l l y .
I n  a d d i t i o n ,  d e c e n t r a l i s a t i o n  p la o e a  c o n tro l  i n  th e  hands o f  th o se  moat 
d i r e c t l y  a f f e c t e d  b y  d e c is io n s  and  th o se  m ost know ledgeable o f th e  p ro b ­
lem s and  t h e i r  s o lu t io n s  (rk e rib e rry , 1970, pp. 371- 7^)-
A lthough th e  j o i n t  e f f o r t ,  th e  shared  decision-rooking  o r shared  
a u t h o r i t y  m odel o f  academ ic g overnance , seamed to  be g e n e ra l ly  accep ted  
by t h e o r i s t s  an d  r e s e a r c h e r s ,  w orking  out th e  d e t a i l s  o f  each  c o n s t i ­
t u e n c y 's  r o le  w as s t i l l  in  p ro c e s s  a t  th e  tim e o f th is  w r i t in g .  Al­
th o u g h  Corson o a l l e d  f o r  a c l a r i f i c a t i o n  o f  th e  ro le  o f t r u s t e e s  as  
e a r l y  a s  i 960 , t h e  p r e f e r r e d  r o le  f o r  t r u s te e s  has re c e iv e d  l e s s  a t t e n ­
t i o n  i n  th e  l i t e r a t u r e  th an  t h a t  o f th e  f a c u l ty  and s tu d e n ts  (C orson, 
I9 6 0 , pp . 5 7 -5 8 ) .
In  b ro a d  te rm s , th e  "S ta tem en t on Government of C o lleg es  and Uni­
v e r s i t i e s "  a s s ig n e d  th e  board  f o u r  r e s p o n s ib i l i t i e s .  T ru s te e s  were to  
i s s u e  s ta te m e n ts  t h a t  d e f in e  p o l i c i e s  and p rocedures o f th e  i n s t i t u ­
t i o n .  They w ere  t o  husband th e  endowment. They were a ls o  to  o b ta in  
th e  naeded  c a p i t a l  developm ent and  o p e ra tin g  funds, and th e y  w ere to  
a t t e n d  b ro a d ly  t o  p e rso n n e l p o l i c i e s .  B udgeting  f o r  lo n g -ran g e  and 
s h o r t - r a n g e  n e e d s  w as c o n s id e re d  c e n t r a l  in  th e  b o a rd 's  fo rm al resp o n ­
s i b i l i t y ,  b u t  i t  was a ls o  s a id  to  be an im p o rtan t p a r t  o f  th e  p r e s i ­
d e n t 's  a d m in i s t r a t i v e  a u th o r i ty  and  o f th e  e d u ca tio n a l fu n o tio n  o f th e  
f a o u l t y 5 so t r u s t e e s  were to  s h a re  t h i s  a re a  o f  governance w ith  o th e r  
f a c t i o n s .  The b o a rd  was a ls o  a s s ig n e d  a sh a re  in  decis ion -m ak ing  in  
th e  a r e a  o f  f a c i l i t i e s  a s  were th e  o th e r  c o n s ti tu e n c ie s  ( ''S ta te m e n t on 
Governm ent o f  C o lle g e s  and U n iv e r s i t i e s ,"  1966, r e p r in te d  i n  C arnegie 
Commission on H ig h e r  E d u ca tio n , 19731 PP- 208-210).
Some o f  R a u h 's  r e s p o n d e n ts  f e l t  th e  board  could more a c t iv e ly
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p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  d e c is io n s  c o n ce rn in g  academ ic p rogram s, p e rso n n e l p o l i ­
c i e s  and  s tu d e n t  a f f a i r s  i f  i t s  members h ad  o r  w are p ro v id e d  th e  b ac k ­
g ro u n d  n e c e s s a ry  (Rauh, 1959, P* 65)* By c o n t r a s t  t o  Ranh’s  board  mem­
b e r s  and p r e s id e n t s ,  a lm o st o n e - h a lf  o f  th e  f a c u l ty  su rveyed  by th e  
C arn eg ie  Commission on H ig h er E d u c a tio n  i n  1969 s a id  t h a t  t r u s t e e s T 
o n ly  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  w ere to  r a i s e  money and g a in  community s u p p o rt 
( C a rn eg ie  Commission on H ig h er E d u c a tio n , 1973* P* 33* fo o tn o te  l ) ,
As a  r e s u l t  o f  t h i s  1969 re se a ro h *  th e  C arn eg ie  Commission on 
H ig h e r  E d u o a tio n  had many recom m endations co n cern in g  th e  p r e f e r r e d  r o le  
and  co m p o sitio n  o f  g o v e rn in g  b o a rd s . I t  was reoommended th a t  f a c u l t y  
members, s tu d e n ts  and alum ni sh o u ld  p a r t i c i p a t e  in  nom in a tin g  some o f  
th e  board  members, b u t f a c u l t y  and s tu d e n ts  should  n o t  se rv e  aa members 
o f  b o a rd s  a t  i n s t i t u t i o n s  w here th ey  a r e  e n ro l le d  o r  em ployed. The 
C arn eg ie  Commission on H ig h er E d u c a tio n  a ls o  recommended th a t  f a c u l ty  
and  s tu d e n ts  sh o u ld  s e rv e  on b o ard  co m m ittees  o r have p a r a l l e l  commit­
t e e s  w ith  p r o v is io n s  f o r  j o i n t  c o n s u l t a t io n .  I t  was a le c  recommended 
t h a t  t r u s t e e s  sh o u ld  seek  a c t iv e  p r e s id e n t s  and th e n  g iv e  th en  th e  
s t a f f  and th e  a u th o r i ty  n e c e s s a ry  to  p ro v id e  le a d e r s h ip  in  a  p e r io d  o f  
change and o o n f l i c t .  They f u r t h e r  s p e c i f y  an a d v is o ry  r o le  f o r  f a c u l t y  
and  s tu d e n ts  i n  th e  p ro c e s s  o f  a p p o in t in g  th e  p r e s id e n t  and re v ie w in g  
h i s  perfo rm ance (C arn eg ie  Commission on H igher E d u c a tio n , 1973* PP- 25, 
33 , 3 8 ) ' K eeton  su g g e s te d  a n o th e r  p la n  fo r  in c r e a s in g  th e  p a r t i c i p a ­
t i o n  o f  f a c u l ty  and s tu d e n ts  i n  th e  a c t i v i t i e s  o f th e  b oard . He be­
l i e v e d  th a t  th e  board  sh o u ld  h o ld  p u b l i c  m eetings w here s tu d e n ts ,  
f a c u l t y  and o th e r s  co u ld  a t t e n d .  He p ro p o sed  th a t  s tu d e n ts  and f a c u l t y  
be a b l e  to  h e lp  shape th e  agenda o f  b o a rd  m eetin g s  and  th a t  th e y  sh o u ld  
s e l e c t  some o f  thB b o ard  members (K ee to n , 1971* P> 3U)< Thus, d is a g r e e ­
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ment over the p re ferred  r o le  o f  the govern in g  board In academic govern­
ance was r e a d ily  apparent,
Ae was th e  case  in  a ttem p tin g  to  a s c e r ta in  a d m in is tra tio n 1 s cur­
ren t r o le  in  aoadamic governance, i t  was d l f f i o u l t  to  sep arate  p re fer ­
ences concerning t h e ir  id e a l r o le  from d isc u ss io n s  in c lu d in g  the pre­
ferred  r o le  fo r  fa c u lty .  In  l in e  w ith  th e ir  shared decision-m aking  
model, American A sso c ia tio n  o f  U n iv e r s ity  P ro fesso rs' sta tem en ts in d i­
cated  th at the a d m in istra tio n  would p a r t ic ip a te  in  a l l  major d e c is io n s  
but th at t h e ir  ahare would be p a r t ic u la r ly  stron g  in  regard to  some 
a rea s . I t  was s a id  to  be th e  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  o f  the p resid en t to  appoint 
deariB and a d m in is tra tiv e  o f f i c e r s  w ith  the advioe and c o n su lta tio n  o f  
the appropriate fa c u lty  and w ith  stu d en t c o n su lta tio n  where f e a s ib le .
The p r e s id e n t  was a l s o  seen  a s  th e  c h i e f  p la n n in g  o f f i c e r ,  and  i t  was 
th o u g h t by th e  A m erican A s s o c ia t io n  o f  U n iv e rs i ty  P ro fe s s o r s  th a t  th e  
a d m in is t r a t io n  and f a c u l ty  sh o u ld  moke lo n g -ra n g e  p lan a  and convey 
th e s e  to  th e  b o a rd  so  I t  can  c a r ry  o u t i t s  d u t i e s .  S tu d e n ts  were a l s o  
to  c o n tr ib u te  to  p la n s  fo r  f i n a n c i a l  and  p h y s ic a l  re so u rc e s  ("S ta tem en t 
on G overnm ent," 1966, r e p r in te d  i n  C arn eg ie  Commission on H ig h e r Educa­
t i o n ,  1973t PP* 208-211; "S tu d e n t P a r t i c i p a t i o n , "  19701 r e p r in te d  in  
C arneg ie  Commission on H ig h er E d u c a tio n , 1973* PP* 218-219).
The p referred  r o le  fo r  fa c u lty  members in  govemanoe h a s rece iv ed  
a  g r e a t  deal o f  a t te n t io n  in  recen t y e a r s . The American A sso c ia tio n  o f  
U n iv ers ity  P r o fe s so r s1 "Statement on Government of C olleges and U n iv ers i­
t i e s 11 In d icated  many s p e c i f i c  areas in  which the fa c u lty  should  have 
the major d ecision -m aking r e s p o n s ib i l i t y .  Mason1 b work, which was 
c la s s i f i e d  as an e la b o r a tio n  o f  the American A ssocia tion  o f  U n iv ers ity  
P r o fe sso r s ' p o l ic y  sta tem en t, stro n g ly  supported the fa o u lty 1s  r ig h t
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an d  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  to  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  g o v e rn an ce . He p o in ted  out th a t  
f a c u l t y  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  a s s u r e d  th a t  th e  academ ic p u rp o se s  o f  the i n s t i ­
t u t i o n  w ould rem ain  u p p e rm o st. I t  was a l s o  exp ec ted  to  a c t  a s  a oheok 
on a d m i n i s t r a t i o n 's  r o l e ,  en d  i t  w ould  em ploy th e  i n t e l l e c t u a l  re so u rce s  
a v a i l a b l e  (M ason, 1?72 , pp . 5 5 ^5 6 ). K eeton  urged a  s tro n g  fa o u lty  ro le  
i n  g o v e rn a n ce  and J u s t i f i e d  t h e i r  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  on th e  grounds th a t  
t h e i r  e x p e r t i s e  u n iq u e ly  q u a l i f i e s  them t o  make many d e c is io n s  th a t  
o th e r s  c a n n o t .  He a l s o  p o in te d  o u t t h a t  t h e i r  c o o p e ra tio n  i s  e s s e n t ia l  
to  th e  e f f e c t i v e  o p e ra t io n  o f  th e  i n s t i t u t i o n  and t h a t  human beings 
h av e  th e  r i g h t  to  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  s h a p in g  p o l i c i e s  t h a t  a f f e c t  th e i r  
l i v e s  and w e l l - b e in g  (K e e to n , 1971* PP. 1 1 -1 2 ), H ie s tudy  on 35 cam­
p u se s  c o n d u c te d  by lfeber an d  h i s  a s s o c i a t e s  found govem anoe to  be a 
p ro b lem  and recommended m ore f a c u l t y  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  a s  a remedy f o r  un­
r e s t ,  t h r e a te n e d  s t r i k e s  an d  u n io n iz a t io n  ( Weber e t  a l , ,  1967) . Thus, 
th e s e  t h e o r i s t s  and r e s e a r c h e r s  i n d i c a t e d  th a t  th e  f a c u l ty  ro le  in  
g o v e rn a n ce  w as n o t s u b s t a n t i a l  enough.
In  th e  view o f  th e  A m erican  A s s o c ia t io n  o f U n iv e rs i ty  P ro fe sso rs , 
p r im a ry  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  c u r r i c u l a ,  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  m ethods, su b jec t 
m a t te r ,  r e s e a r c h ,  f a c u l ty  s t a t u s ,  an d  s tu d e n t  l i f e  t h a t  r e la te s  to  th e  
e d u c a t io n a l  program  sh o u ld  r e s t  w ith  th e  f a c u l ty .  I t  was p re fe r re d  by 
th e  A m erican  A s s o c ia t io n  o f  U n iv e r s i ty  P ro fe s s o r s  t h a t  th e  fa c u lty  and 
b o a rd  c o o p e ra te  i n  th e  s e l e c t i o n  o f  th e  p r e s id e n t .  In  a  re p o rt by 
Com m ittee T p u b l is h e d  i n  1972 on " F a c u lty  P a r t i c i p a t i o n  in  th e  Selec­
t i o n  and  R e te n t io n  o f  A d m in i s t r a to r s ,11 i t  was s t a t e d  th a t  the f a c u lty  
s h o u ld  have a  s t r o n g  v c io e  r e g a r d in g  th e  e e le o t io n  o f  academic deans 
an d  a  l e s s  s t r o n g  v o ic e  i n  t h e  s e l e c t i o n  o f  o f f i c i a l s  who advise  the 
p r e s id e n t  d i r e c t ly *  However, in  b o th  c a s e s  i t  was reco g n ized  th a t  the
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p r e s id e n t  sh o u ld  have th e  f i n a l  d e c is io n .  S im i la r ly  i n  th e  view o f  the  
American A s so c ia tio n  o f  U n iv e r s i ty  P r o f e s s o r s ,  th e  f a o u l ty  sh o u ld  s e le c t  
d e p a rtm en ta l c h a irp e rs o n s  h u t  th e  d ean  s h o u ld  have th e  f i n a l  cho ice*
I t  was recommended t h a t  a  d e a n  n o t s e l e c t  a  c h a i rp e r s o n  o v er th e  o b je c ­
t io n  o f f a c u l ty  ( " F a o u lty  P a r t i c i p a t i o n , "  1972* r e p r i n t e d  i n  C arneg ie  
Commission on H igher E d u c a tio n , 1973, PP* 220-21; M ason, 1972, p p . 79- 
6 0 ),
tyhen f a o u lty  was c o n s u lte d  d i r e c t l y  i n  th e  19&9 C arn eg ie  Commis­
s io n  s tu d y , 89 p e r c e n t  s a id  f a c u l ty  s h o u ld  p a r t i c i p a t e  on g o v e rn in g  
b o a rd s , w h ile  only  p e r c e n t  s a id  t h a t  governm ent s h o u ld  be conducted  
e n t i r e ly  by f a o u l ty  and s tu d e n ts .  S ix ty  p e ro e n t  o f  th e  f a c u l ty  d id  n o t 
th in k  th a t  f a c u l ty  s e n a te s  o r  c o u n c i ls  w ere a c c e p ta b le  w orkable mechan­
isms (C a rn e g ie  Commission on H ig h er E d u c a tio n , 1973, P- 1*5).
The m ajo r fo cu s  o f  f y k e s ' in te rv ia w s  w ith  106 members o f th e  c o l­
leg e  o f  a r t s  and s c ie n c e s  o f  a  l a r g e ,  m id w este rn  u n i v e r s i t y  was to  
a s c e r ta in  t h e i r  view  o f  th e  p r e f e r r e d  r o l e  f o r  f a c i l i t y  i n  academ ic 
g overnance . P a r t i c ip a n t s  w ere q u e s tio n e d  a b o u t academ ic a f f a i r s ,  p e r ­
so n n e l m a t te r s ,  f ln a n o ia l  m a t t e r s ,  c a p i t a l  im provem ent, s tu d e n t  a f f a i r e ,  
and p u b lic  and alum ni r e l a t i o n s .  R esponses w ere b ro k e n  down in to  f iv e  
p a r t s :  l )  The f a o u l ty  sh o u ld  alw ays o r  a lm o s t a lw ays d e te rm in e , 2 )  The 
f a c u l ty  sh o u ld  u s u a l ly  d e te rm in e , 3 ) The f a c u l t y  s h o u ld  recommend, I4)
The f a c u l ty  should  n o t  u s u a l ly  be in v o lv e d , and  5) f a o u l ty  h a s  no 
r o le .  E ig h ty - s ix  p e rc e n t  o f  th e  re s p o n d e n ts  f e l t  t h a t  th e  f a c u l ty  
should  e i t h e r  d e te rm in e  o r  u s u a l ly  d e te rm in e  academ ic a f f a i r s  d e c is io n s  
While th e  rem ain in g  group  f e l t  recom m endation  was th e  c o r r e c t  f a c u l ty  
r o le .  S ix ty -n in e  p e rc e n t  s a id  t h a t  th e  f a o u l ty  s h o u ld  d e te rm in e  o r  
u s u a lly  d e te rm in e  p e rs o n n e l  m a t te r s ,  w h ile  th e  re m a in in g  31 p e ro e n t
s a id  recom m endation was th e  c o r r e c t  r o le .  On th e  q u e s t io n  o f  c a p i t a l  
Improvement, 21 p e rc e n t  fav o red  d e te rm in a tio n  o f  some ty p e  f o r  th e  
f a o u l ty ,  w h ile  75 p e r c e n t  p r e f e r r e d  recom m endation a s  th e  f a c u l t y 's  
r o le .  S e v e n ty - th re e  p e rc e n t  p r e f e r r e d  a  minimum r o le  o f  recommenda­
t io n  re g a rd in g  s tu d e n t a f f a i r e ,  w h ile  2$  p e r c e n t  s a id  th e  f a o u l ty  sh o u ld  
no t u s u a l ly  be in v o lv ed  w ith  th a t  c a te g o ry  o f  g o v e rn an ce . In  p u b lic  
and alum ni r e l a t i o n s ,  U+ p e rc e n t p r e f e r r e d  th e  r o l e  o f  recom m endation. 
F if ty -o n e  p e rc e n t  s a id  t h a t  th e  f a c u l ty  sh o u ld  n o t  u s u a l ly  ho in v o lv e d , 
and 5 p e rc e n t  s a id  th e  f a c u l ty  had  no r o le  i n  p u b l ic  r e l a t i o n s .  A ppoint­
ment o f  new f a c u l ty  was s in g le d  o u t a s  th e  p e rso n n e l a r e a  in  which 
f a o u lty  sh o u ld  most o f te n  dom inate . The f u r t h e r  an  i s s u e  was p e rc e iv e d  
as b e in g  ftom  academ ic a f f a i r s  and  th e  e d u c a tio n a l  p rogram , th e  l e s s  
i n t e r e s t e d  th e  f a c u l ty  was in  h av in g  an  i n f l u e n t i a l  r o le  i n  th o s e  d e c i ­
s ions ( fy k e s ,  1968, pp . 1- 8 ) .
Arguments u p h o ld in g  s tu d e n ts ' r i g h t s  to  p a r t i c i p a t e  in  academ ic 
governance have taken  s im i la r  t r a c k s ,  a lth o u g h  th e  e x a c t  r o le  to  be 
played, was l e s s  g e n e r a l ly  ag reed  upon. McGrath p o in te d  o u t t h a t  s tu ­
den ts have alw ays had  th e  in fo rm al mechanisms o f  p e r s u a s io n ,  p e t i t i o n  
and p r e s s u r e .  S tu d en ts  have been a b le  to  in f lu e n c e  c u rr ic u lu m  by r e ­
fu s in g  to  ta k e  c e r t a i n  c o u rse s , and  th e y  have in f lu e n c e d  re s id e n c e  h a l l  
l i f e  by r e f u s in g  to  l i v e  in  d o rm ito r ie s ,  McGrath s t r o n g ly  u rg ed  fo rm al 
in c lu s io n  o f  s tu d e n ts  i n  governance. The m ost c o m p e llin g  re a s o n  in  h i s  
view " r e s t s  on th e  g e n e r a l ly  a ccep ted  p o l i t i c a l  p r o p o s i t io n  t h a t  In  
f re e  s o c i e t i e s  a l l  th o se  a f f e c te d  by a s o c ia l  p o l ic y  have an  in a l i e n a b le  
r ig h t  to  a  v o ic e  in  i t s  fo rm u la tio n "  (M cGrath, 1970* F* 51 )< He argued  
a g a in s t  p e rso n s  who w ould deny s tu d e n ts  th e  r i g h t  to  p a r t i c i p a t e  in  
governance beoause o f  t h e i r  im m a tu rity . S tu d e n ts  who a r e  c o n s id e re d
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I n t e l  1 a c t u a l l y  and m o ra lly  m atu re  enough to  s tu d y  and u n d e r  s ta n d  P l a t o ’s 
R ep u b lic . A r i s t o t l e 's  P o e t i c s .  S hak esp h ere1e H am let and MaoBsth. and 
F re u d 's  I n tr o d u c t io n  to  P sy c h o a n a ly s is  sh o u ld  be a b le  to  m eet th e  ch a l­
len g es  o f  academ ic g o v e rn an ce , McGrath co n ten d ed . He s a id  th a t  the  
q u e s tio n  iB n o t w hether s tu d e n ts  sh o u ld  p a r t i c i p a t e ,  b u t how they  should  
p a r t i c i p a t e .  He su p p o rte d  e l e c t i o n  o f  s tu d e n t  r e p r e s a n ta t iv a s  by s tu ­
d e n ts  and  f e l t  t h a t  s tu d e n ts  sh o u ld  com prise o n e - th ird  to  tw o - f i f th s  o f  
com m ittee members. To overcome r e s i s ta n c e  to  s tu d e n t p a r t i c ip a t i o n  
based  on th e  argum ent t h a t  th e y  a r e  i r r e g u l a r  p a r t i c ip a n t  a and th a t  
com m ittee work i n t e r f e r e s  w ith  t h e i r  s tu d ie s ,  he p roposed  t h a t  s tu d e n ts  
( l i k e  f a o u l ty  members) be g iv e n  c r e d i t  f o r  com m ittee p a r t i c ip a t i o n  and 
th a t  s tu d e n ts  r e ly in g  on employment to  h e lp  e a rn  t h e i r  way th rough c o l­
le g e  sh o u ld  r e c e iv e  p ay  f o r  t h e i r  work (M cGrath, 1970, p p . 20-21, 51- 
53 , 70-71* 62 , 90-99* 101*).
K eeton  p o in te d  c u t  th a t  s tu d e n ts  can  n e g a t iv e ly  in f lu e n c e  a  cam­
pus th ro u g h  d is r u p t io n  and  th a t  t h e i r  c o o p e ra tio n  i s  a b s o lu te ly  essen ­
t i a l  to  th e  o p e ra t io n  o f  e d u c a tio n a l  i n s t i t u t i o n s .  He f e l t  t h a t  s tu ­
d e n ts  s h o u ld  be in c o rp o ra te d  in to  g o v ern an ce , f o r  they  have many p o s i­
t i v e  c o n t r ib u t io n s  to  m ake. However, he was opposed to  one o r  two s tu ­
d e n t r e p r e s e n ta t iv e s  on g o v e rn in g  b o a rd s . He f e l t  they  c o u ld  n o t 
r e p re s e n t  th e  f u l l  ra n g e  o f  r a p id ly  changing s tu d e n t  o p in io n , and he 
p r e d ic te d  t h a t  t h e i r  p re se n c e  m igh t g e t  th e  b e a rd  in to  a c t io n s  th a t  
should  be l e f t  to  management. F in a l ly ,  he b e l ie v e d  th a t  h a v in g  a  few 
s tu d e n t r e p r e s e n ta t iv e s  co u ld  fo o l p eo p le  in to  th in k in g  t h a t  s tu d en t 
d e s i r e s  w ere b e in g  met (K eeton , 1971* pp . 15 -20 , 33-3^)•
The Am erican A s s o c ia t io n  o f  U n iv e rs i ty  P r o fe s s o r s ' s ta te m e n t on 
"S tu d en t P a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  C o lleg e  and U n iv e r s i ty  Government" p u lle d  the
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s u p p o rtin g  argum ents to g e th e r  and p roposed  s p e c i f i c  a r e a s  in  w hich s t u ­
d e n ts  sh o u ld  have a  v o ice . P a r t i c ip a t io n  i n  campus governm ent waB seen  
a s  p a r t  o f  th e  s tu d e n ts ’ e d u c a tio n . They a l s o  o i t e d  th e  g r e a t e r  l i k e ­
lih o o d  o f  re s p o n s ib le  s tu d e n t invo lvem ent when th e y  p a r t i c i p a t e  th ro u g h  
o rd e r ly  p ro c e s s e s  and to  th e  d eg ree  a p p r o p r ia te  i n  p a r t i c u l a r  c ircu m ­
s ta n c e s .  F in a l ly ,  th e  American A s so c ia tio n  o f  U n iv e r s i ty  P r o f e s s o r s ' 
j o i n t  e f f o r t  model s tan d s  on th e  p rem iss  t h a t  a l l  fo u r  campus g ro u p s  
must p a r t i c i p a t e  in  o rd er to  have a  sound academ ic governm en t. I t  was 
recommended th a t  s tu d e n ts  have a  p red o m in a te  v o ic e  i n  some d e c is io n s  
and th a t  th e y  be co n su lted  in  a r e a s  th a t  s e c o n d a r i ly  co n o em  them . I t  
was p ro p o sed  th a t  s tu d e n ts  sh o u ld  have a v o ic e  i n  a l l  academ ic p ro g ram  
d e c is io n s  in o lu d in g  sch ed u lin g  o f  c la s s e s ,  and o o u rse  and f a c u l ty  
e v a lu a t io n s .  In  a d d i t io n ,  i t  was f e l t  s tu d e n ts  sh o u ld  p a r t i c i p a t e  in  
fo rm u la tin g  r e g u la t io n s  c o n ce rn in g  t h e i r  p e r s o n a l  l i v e s  and  d i s c i p l i n e .  
B udgeting  and  p h y s ic a l re so u rc e s  w ere a l s o  c o n s id e re d  to  be a p p r o p r ia te  
a r e a s  o f  s tu d e n t  involvem ent. The American A s s o c ia t io n  o f  U n iv e r s i ty  
P r o fe s s o r s  a l s o  recommended th a t  s tu d e n ts  b e  g iv e n  e i t h e r  v o t in g  o r  
n o n -v o tin g  membership on d e p a r tm e n ta l, c o l le g e  and u n iv e r s i ty - w id e  
p o l ic y  b o d ie s .  S p e c if ic a l ly ,  i t  was p ro p o sed  th a t  s tu d e n ts  p a r t i c i p a t e  
in  th e  s e l e c t io n  o f  the p r e s id e n t  o f  th e  i n s t i t u t i o n  and  a d m in i s t r a t iv e  
o f f i c i a l s  ("S tu d e n t P a r t i c ip a t io n ,"  1970, r e p r i n t e d  i n  C arn eg ie  Commis­
s io n  on H ig h e r E ducation , 1973, PP* 2 1 5 -1 9 ).
In  t h e i r  19^9 Burvey o f f a c u l ty  and s tu d e n t  p r e f e r e n c e s ,  th e  
C arneg ie  Commission on H igher E d u ca tio n  found  g e n e r a l ly  t h a t  s tu d e n t s  
w anted a  l a r g e r  decision-m aking  r o le  th an  f a c u l ty  w ere w i l l i n g  to  g iv e  
them. F o r ty  p e rc e n t o f  th e  f a o u l ty  s a id  th e y  w ere w i l l i n g  to  s h a re  
governance d e c is io n s ,  a t  l e a s t  a s  a  way o f  im prov ing  u n d e rg ra d u a te
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education* But th e y  d id  n o t want to  s h a re  a l l  d e c is io n s  w ith  a l l  s tu ­
d e n ts ,  The f a o u l ty  was w i l l in g  f o r  s tu d e n ts  to  v o te  on d i s c i p l i n e  and 
o o n su lt f o m a l ly  on n a t t e r s  r e l a t e d  to  academ ic programs* In  o r d e r  o f 
p re fe re n c e , s tu d e n ts  w anted to  p a r t i c i p a t e  in  th e  a re a s  o f  d i s c i p l i n e ,  
c o n te n t and p ro v is io n  o f  c o u rse s , d eg ree  req u irem en t a , ad m iss io n s  p o l i ­
c i e s ,  and f a o u lty  appoin tm ent and p ro m o tio n  r e g u la t io n s .  U ndergradu­
a te s  s p e c i f i c a l l y  named re s id e n c e  h a l l  l i f e  as th e  a re a  th e y  w ere most 
i n t e r e s te d  in ,  Among s tu d e n t re sp o n d e n ts , a  v o tin g  r o le  was d e s i r e d  by 
43 p e rc e n t o f  th e  u n d e rg rad u a te s  and 42 p e rc e n t o f  th e  g ra d u a te s .
However, a  m a jo r i ty  o f  th e  s tu d e n ts  fa v o re d  le s s  th a n  a  v o tin g  r o l e .
A m a jo rity  o f  f a c u l ty  were w i l l in g  to  p e rm it s tu d e n ts  a  v o tin g  r o l e  in  
d i s c ip l in e ,  b u t th e y  d en ied  e tu d e n ts  a  r o l e  in  appo in tm en t and p ro m o tio n  
o f  f a c u l ty .  F a c u lty  were more w i l l in g  to  share  governance w ith  g ra d u a te  
s tu d e n ts  th an  w ith  u n d e rg ra d u a te s , H is C arnegie Commission concluded  
th a t  s tu d e n ts  do n o t want to  take  o v e r  g o v ern an ce , b u t th e y  do w ant to  
p a r t i c ip a te  in  d e c is io n s  about academ ic l i f e  e i t h e r  th ro u g h  v o t in g , 
fo rm al c o n s u lta t io n  o r  in fo rm al c o n s u l ta t io n  (C arn eg ie  Commission on 
H igher E ducation , 1973, PP* 1+6j 6 3 -6 7 ).
In  t h e i r  197? su rvey  o f  f a c u l ty  p r e fe re n c e s ,  Ladd and L ip s e t  found 
th a t  f a o u lty  were more p o s i t iv e  tow ard s tu d e n t p a r t i c ip a t i o n  in  g o v ern ­
ance th an  they had been e a r l i e r .  The 1969 C arnegie Commission on H igher 
E d u ca tio n  r e s u l t s  showed th a t  6 p e r c e n t  o f  the f a c u l ty  fa v o re d  s tu d e n t  
v o tin g  on f a c u l ty  appoin tm ent and p ro m o tio n . In  197?» p e rc e n t  
fav o red  s tu d e n t v o tin g  in  t h i s  a r e a .  L ikew ise , th e  p e rc e n ta g e  o f  f a c u l ty  
which f e l t  s tu d e n ts  had no r o le  in  app o in tm en ts  and prom otions dropped 
from $$ to  20 p e rc e n t .  A dm issions, c u rric u lu m , d eg ree  re q u ire m e n ts , and 
d i s c ip l in e  showed s im i la r  s h i f t s  (Ladd & L ip s e t ,  1976, p. 1 2 ).
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Summary
A review  o f  the l i t e r a tu r e  which d e a lt  w ith  p r escr ib in g  the p re­
ferred  r o le s  fo r  campus c o n s t itu e n c ie s  uncovered p o s s ib le  c o n f l ic t s  in  
r o le  d e f in i t io n s .  T rustees would l ik e  to  expand t h e ir  current r o le  to  
in c lu d e  a c t iv e  p a r t ic ip a t io n  in  ed u cation a l and personnel p o l i c i e s .  
A dm inistrators were apparently  not oonau lted  about t h e ir  own r o le t and 
fa c u lty  p re ferred  to  su b scr ib e  c lo se  l im it s  to  the r o le s  fo r  adm inis­
tr a to r s  and tr u s te e s .  On th e  o th er hand, fa c u lty  p referred  to expand 
t h e ir  own r o le  to  in clu d e v igorou s fa c u lty  p a r t ic ip a t io n  in  alm ost 
every major type o f  d e c is io n  faced  by c o l le g e s  and u n iv e r s i t i e s .  A l­
though a form al r o le  fo r  s tu d en ts  in  academic governance was inoluded  
in  th e  shared models proposed, d isagreem ent over the e x te n t o f  th a t  
r o le  e x is t e d .  Students p referred  to  p a r t ic ip a te  in  more areas than 
fa c u lty  oared to  a llow .
CHAPTER 3 
METHODOLOGY
An ex post fa c to  d esig n  was employed to  a sc e r ta in  the p ercep tio n s  
o f cu rren t governance p r a c t ic e s  a t  fou r-year public in s t i t u t io n s  o f  
high er education  in  V irg in ia*  A q u estio n n a ire  ( se e  Appendix B) was 
m ailed to  t r u s te e s , a d m in is tra to rs , fa c u lty  and students* The p a r t i­
c ip a n ts  were a lso  asked fo r  th e ir  p referen ces  concerning d e c is io n ­
making on th e ir  campuses.
Sample
There were I S  fo u r -y e a r , p u b lic  c o l le g e s  and u n iv e r s i t ie s  in  
V ir g in ia . Since i t  was d e s ir a b le  th a t  a l l  I S  be rep resen ted  in  the 
study, th e  sample was s t r a t i f i e d  according to  con stitu en cy  and i n s t i ­
tu t io n .
S in ce  one o f th e  boards o f  v i s i t o r s  served two c o l le g e s ,  tru s­
te e s  were se le c te d  from fo u rteen  separate l i s t s .  A dm inistrators and 
fa c u lty  were s e le c te d  from f i f t e e n  l i s t s .  F ive in s t i t u t io n s  refu sed  
to  r e le a s e  l i s t s  o f  s tu d e n ts ’ names so the student sample was taken 
from o n ly  ten  c o l le g e s .  T herefore, the stu d en t sample cannot be con­
s id ered  r e p r e se n ta t iv e . There were 79 tr u s te e s , 7U a d m in istra to rs ,
77 fa c u lt y ,  and fjo s tu d en ts  o r ig in a l ly  s e le c te d  to p a r t ic ip a te  in  the 
study. Of the 200 in  th e  sample, 210, or 70 p ercent, r e p lie d . There 
were 178, or 63.6  p e rcen t, u sab le retu m B , w h ile  32, or 1 1 , k  percent  
o f th e  t o t a l  sample, were not u sab le (see  Table l ) .
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V a lid a t io n  Sample 
Of th e  280 q u e s tio n n a ire a  s e n t ,  5U w ere chosen  a a  a  v a l id a t io n  
sam ple u sin g  a  s t r a t i f i e d  random B amp l i n g  p ro ced u re  l i k e  t h a t  em ployed 
when th e  t o t a l  sam ple was s e le c te d .  Hie v a l id a t io n  sam ple c o n s is te d  o f  
one t r u s t e e  from each o f  th e  l i |  b o a rd s . Hi e re  were a l s o  1*J a d m in is t r a ­
t o r s  and f a c u l ty  members* one from each o f  th e  i n s t i t u t i o n s  in  th e  
p o p u la tio n . I n  a d d itio n *  one s tu d e n t  was s e le c te d  from  each o f  th e  
te n  i n s t i t u t i o n s  w hich p ro v id e d  th e  names o f  t h e i r  e n r o l le e s .  I t  was 
hoped th a t  a l l  5U o f  th e  v a l id a t io n  sam ple w ould respond* th e re b y  p ro ­
v id in g  a  com plete s e t  o f  re sp o n se s  a g a in s t  which to  oompare th e  answ ers 
o f  th e  rem ain ing  o r  g e n e ra l sam ple.
One week b e fo re  th e  s tu d y  was to  end , o n ly  36 (66.7?i) u s a b le  
r e p l i e s ,  f iv e  (9*3^) u n u sab le  r e p l i e s ,  and 13 (2U*1%) no re sp o n se s  had  
been t a l l i e d .  Ih o se  who had  n o t  responded  w ere te le p h o n e d  and u rg ed  
to  do so . H iey w ere to ld  t h a t  th e y  h ad  b een  s e le c te d  a s  p a r t  o f  th e  
v a l id a t io n  sam ple, and i t s  im p o rtan ce  to  th e  s tu d y  was e x p la in e d . As 
a  r e s u l t ,  f iv e  more u s a b le  q u e s t io n n a i r e s  w ere r e c e iv e d .  T h e re fo re , a  
t o t a l  o f  76 p e ro e n t o f  th e  v a l id a t io n  sam ple p ro v id e d  u s a b le  r e p l i e s  
and 2I4 p e ro e n t, o r  13 persons*  gave u n u sab le  r e p l i e s .  One of th e  non­
re sp o n d en ts  re fu s e d  to  p a r t i c i p a t e  b ecau se  she b e l ie v e d  th e  q u e s tio n ­
n a i r e  asked f o r  in fo rm a tio n  t h a t  b e lo n g ed  s t r i c t l y  to  th e  b o ard .
The n o n -v a l id a tio n  sam ple c o n s is te d  o f  226  p a r t i c ip a n t s .  U sable 
r e p l i e s  were p ro v id e d  by 1371 w hich was 6 0 ,6  p e rc e n t o f  t h i s  sam ple . 
N in e te e n , or 8.1* p e rc e n t ,  gave u n u sa b le  re sp o n s e s ; and  31 p e rc e n t  d id  
n o t r e p ly .  H ie r e fc r e ,  th e  r e p l i e s  f o r  th e  v a l id a t io n  sample b e fo re  
te le p h o n in g  and th e  re sp o n se s  f o r  th e  n o n - v a l id a t io n  sam ple w ere s im i­
l a r  ( se e  T able l ) .
Ub
There were t h i r t y  item s on th e  q u e s t io n n a ir e ,  b u t p a r t i c ip a n ts  
were t o  g iv e  two s e t s  o f  re sp o n ses  to  each , m aking a  t o t a l  o f  s ix ty  
a n sw e rs . T h irty  o f th e  answ ers concerned  c u r r e n t  p r a o t io e e ,  and the  
o th e r  t h i r t y  d e a l t  w ith  p r e fe r r e d  p r a c t i c e s .  Responses f o r  th e  v a l id a ­
t i o n  and  n o n -v a lid a tio n  p a r t ic ip a n ts  were compared by means o f C hi- 
sq u a re  on each o f  th e  s ix ty  answ ers. S ig n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  were ob­
ta in e d  in  only two c a s e s .
The v a l id a t io n  and  n o n -v a l id a t io n  sam ples d i f f e r e d  i n  t h e i r  p e r­
c e p t io n s  o f  c u r re n t p r a c t ic e s  in  th e  a r e a  o f  s h o r t- ra n g e  bud g etary  
p la n n in g  (q u e s tio n  o n e ). The C h i-sq u a re  f o r  t h i s  d i f f e r e n c e  was 
20 , 01+7140 w ith  9 d f and a s ig n if ic a n c e  l e v e l  o f  0 .0133 ( s e e  Table 2 ) .
The C ram er 's  V o f 0 . 3I+ in d ic a te d  th a t  th e  d i f f e r e n c e s  w ere s tro n g . 
However, th e  Symmetric Lambda o f  0 .02  in d ic a te d  o n ly  s l i g h t  improve­
ment i n  th e  p re d ic t iv e  a b i l i t y  when e i t h e r  th e  sample o r  th e  answer 
was known.
P re fe r re d  p r a c t ic e  re sp o n se s  f o r  th e  v a l id a t io n  and n o n -v a lid a ­
t io n  sam ples were a ls o  compared by C h i-sq u a re  on a l l  t h i r t y  d e c is io n ­
m aking a r e a s .  The C h i-square  o f  20.91663 w ith  10 d f  and a  s ig n if ic a n c e  
le v e l  o f  0 .021+7 was o b ta in ed  f o r  th e  p re fe r e n c e s  on q u e s tio n  fo u r, con­
s t r u c t i o n  and re n o v a tio n  o f academ ic and non-aoadem io b u i ld in g s .  The 
C ram e r 's  V .of O.33  In d ic a te d  a  r a t h e r  s tro n g  d i f f e r e n c e  betw een the  
g ro u p s . The Symmetric Lambda o f 0 ,026  In d ic a te d  im proved p re d ic t iv e  
a b i l i t y  when e i th e r  th e  sample o r  th e  answ er was known ( s e e  Table 
3 ) .
O b ta in in g  s ig n i f ic a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  two o f s ix ty  c a s e s  meant t h a t  
th e re  w are no s ig n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  9 6 .7  p e rc e n t  o f  th e  answ ers.
I t  was l ik e ly  th a t  even in  th e  two s ig n i f i c a n t  o a se s  th e  d i f f e r e n c e  was
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Table 2
Chi-SquareB , Cramer' h Vrs ,  and Symmetric Lambdas f o r  P e rce iv ed  C u rren t 
P r a c t ic e  D iffe ren ces  Between V a lid a tio n  
end N o n -v a lid a tio n  Samples
Q uestion Chi-Square
Degreea o f 
Freedom S ig n ific a n c e
Cramerr a 
V
Symmetric
Lambda
1 20,8b7bO 9 O.OI33 0.3b223 0.01075
2 13,09600 9 0,1601 0,27083 0.02150
3 M 5 l5 5 6 0.3850 0.18890 0.00709
b 6.99U32 8 0.5372 0.19823 0.00658
5 5*55396 10 0.8512 0,1766b 0 .0
6 6,26291 10 0.7927 0.18758 0.02367
7 7.1+6957 9 0.5088 0 . 20b80 0.00575
8 10.12229 8 0,2565 0.238b7 0.00667
9 6.706U9 8 0.5598 0.19526 0.02721
10 6.9951b 6 0.3213 0.1902b 0 .0
11 16. 2161+S 9 0.0625 0,30183 0.02013
12 12.31+331 10 0.2627 0,26333 0.00571
13 6,1+9800 10 0.7718 0.19106 0 .0
l b 3.39715 0 0.9070 0.13015 0 .0
15 7.35129 10 0.6919 0.20322 0 .0
16 7.15095 10 0 . 7m o.200b3 0.00505
17 b. 6001*2 9 0,8677 0,16076 0 .0
18 9.71+870 10 0,1+628 0.23b03 0.00730
19 10.01+773 9 0.3t+66 0.23759 0 .0
20 10.22861 10 0.i+207 0.23972 0.01309
21 8.161+66 9 0.5170 0 . 211+17 0.00670
22 12,111+88 10 0.277b 0.26089 0.01220
23 9,88087 7 0.195b 0 .2 J > 1 0 .0
2U 6.5561+1+ 11 0,8338 0.19192 0.00575
2$ 13.60702 11 0.7555 0.2761+8 Q,006bl
26 9.11+165 11 0.6088 0.22662 0 ,0
21 19.50680 12 0,0770 0.3310b 0,02532
28 10,1+1037 10 0 ,b053 0.2blSb 0.00667
29 8.20670 12 O.76B8 0.2H+72 0 .0
30 13.02755 11 0.2915 0.27053 0,00559
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Table 3
C hi-Squares, Cramer's V'a, and Symmetric Lambdas f o r  P referred  P ra c tice
D iffe re n ce s  Between the V a lid a tio n  
and N on -va lid ation  Samples
Q u estio n C hi-S quare
D egrees o f  
Freedom S ig n if ic a n c e
C ram er1 s 
V
Symmetric
Lambda
1 11.6b535 19 0,3095 0.25578 0.03371
2 6.5b57b 10 0.7675 0.19197 0.01176
3 8 .b 8 l l5 7 0.2921 0.21826 O.OO67I
b 20.51663 10 0.02b7 0.33950 O.02597
5 5*18230 10 0.8707 0.17063 0 . 006b l
6 10.73683 12 0.5516 0.2b560 0 .0
7 17.35033 lb 0.2300 O.31221 0.02778
8 13*97197 9 0.1233 0.28017 0.01706
9 6,78036 9 0.6600 0,19517 0 .0
10 b .5 7 635 10 0,9176 0.1603b 0 .0
11 12.53021 12 o .b o b i 0.26532 0.01b60
12 I0.98b63 10 0.3507 0,2b8b2 0.00595
13 6.39695 12 0.89b8 0.18957 0 .0
lb 6,18158 9 0.7216 0.18635 0 .0
15 10,05756 9 0.3b58 0.23770 0 .0
16 17.36792 10 0,0666 0.31237 0.01370
17 9.528b7 10 O.b028 0.23137 0 .0
10 7.72036 9 0,5626 0,20826 0.01156
19 7-39300 10 0.6879 0.20380 0.00575
20 7.0b879 9 o.5b95 0.20999 0.00629
21 6,05209 9 o.73b7 0 .l8 b 3 9 0.00617
22 9.17052 0 0.3275 0.22700 0.01198
23 10,281+28 7 0,1730 0.2b037 0 .0
2b 13.3707b 9 o , l b 62 Q .27bi6 0.01183
25 12,10bbG 9 0,2075 0.26077 o,oo6b5
26 10.36325 9 0.3219 Q .2bl29 0 .0
27 19-50600 12 0,0770 0.3310b 0,02532
20 7*30b70 9 o,605b 0.20258 0 .0
29 16.83717 13 0.2069 0.30756 0 .0
30 6.05239 8 0■6blb o .ia b b o 0,01156
h i
t h e  r e s u l t  o f  chance and  n o t r e l a t e d  to  the v a l id a t io n /n o n - v a l id a t io n
p a r t i t i o n i n g .
Hie Q u es tio n n a ire  
T h i r ty  item s co n cern ed  w ith  d e a l s i  on-making a r e a s  ware s e le c te d  
f o r  I n c lu s io n  in  th e  q u e s t io n n a ir e ,  These item s were based  on th o se  
u se d  by th e  Am erican A sso c ia tio n  o f  U n iv e rs ity  P r o fe s s o r s  in  i t s  1971 
s tu d y ,  and  th o s e  u se d  by A rm strong i n  h is  1975 survey  ("R eport o f  th e  
S urvey  Subcom m ittee o f  Committee T ," 1971, pp. 68-121+)*
Hie q u e s t io n n a i r e  was m ailed  to  th e  p a r t ic ip a n ts  a long  w ith  a 
c o v e r  l e t t e r  e x p la in in g  th e  purpose  o f  th e  s tu d y , and i n s t r u c t io n s  fo r  
th e  c o m p le tio n  o f th e  in s tru m e n t (se e  Appendices A, B, and C). A s e l f -  
a d d re s s e d , stum ped en v e lo p e  was en c lo sed , and p a r t i c ip a n t s  were a sk ed  
to  r e t u r n  th e  q u e s t io n n a ir e  a s  soon a s  p o s s ib le . A pproxim ately  two 
w eeks a f t e r  th e  f i r s t  m a ilin g , a rem inder l e t t e r  was s e n t  to  each  p e r ­
son  who h ad  n o t  y e t  resp o n d ed  (see  Appendix D). Two weeks a f t e r  th e  
re m in d e r  l e t t e r  was m a ile d , a  second q u e s tio n n a ire , r e t u r n  en v e lo p e , 
and  a  l e t t e r  u rg in g  them to  oom plete th e  in stru m en t w ere sent ( s e e  
A ppendix E ).
P a r t i c i p a n t s  w ere  a sk ed  to  mark th e  group o r  g ro u p s  c u r r e n t ly  
p a r t i c i p a t i n g  i n  each  o f  th e  t h i r t y  decision-m aking  a r e a s .  S im i la r ly ,  
p a r t i c i p a n t s  w ere a sk e d  to  mark th e  group o r g roups t h a t  they w ould 
p r e f e r  to  make th e  d e c is io n s  in  each o f  the a re a s .  F iv e  s e le c t io n s  
w ere a v a i l a b l e  f o r  b o th  th e  c u r re n t and p re fe r re d  p r a c t i c e  re sp o n s e s ; 
t r u s t e e s ,  a d m in i s t r a to r s ,  f a c u l ty ,  s tu d e n ts  and sh ared  d ec is io n -m ak in g . 
P a r t i c i p a n t s  co u ld  check  from one to  a l l  four o f  th e  c o n s t i tu e n c ie s .
The f i f t h  c h o ic e ,  sh a re d  d eo i s i  on-m aking, was a v a i la b le  fo r  th e  con­
v e n ie n c e  o f  th e  p a r t i c i p a n t s  and was to  be marked when th ey  w anted a l l
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f o u r  g ro u p s  ch eck ed , S ince  p a r t i c i p a n t s  co u ld  s e le c t  v a r io u s  com bina­
t i o n s  o f  one to  fo u r  c o n s t i tu e n c ie s ,  a  t o t a l  o f  l£  an sw ers w as p o s s ib le .  
The t h i r t y  ite m s  on th e  q u e s t io n n a ir e  d e a l t  w ith  s ix  c a te g o r ie s  
o f  d e c is io n -m a k in g i d e c is io n s  p e r t a in in g  to  f in a n o e  an d  p l a n t ,  d e c i­
s io n s  p e r t a i n in g  to  f a c u l ty ,  a p p o in tm en t o f f a c u l ty  an d  a d m in is t r a to r s ,  
d e c is io n s  p e r t a in in g  to  academ ic p rog ram s, d e c is io n s  p e r t a in in g  to  
g o v em an o e , an d  d e c is io n s  p e r t a in in g  to  s tu d e n ts .  F o r ease i n  com pari­
son  and  d i s c u s s io n ,  re sp o n se s  w ere grouped i n t o  th e s e  c a t e g o r i e s ,
A t e n - d i g i t  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  number was a s s ig n e d  each  p a r t i c i p a n t  
and  waa p la c e d  i n  th e  u p p er r ig h t - h a n d  c o m e r  o f  th e  q u e s t io n n a i r e .
As p r e v io u s ly  m en tioned , p a r t i c i p a n t s  w ere s t r a t i f i e d  a c c o rd in g  
to  c o n s t i tu e n c y .  The numbers and  p e rc e n ta g e s  o f  th o se  g iv in g  u s a b le  
re sp o n s e s  a p p e a r  below  (se e  T able I*),
Table
C o n s titu e n c y  Counts and  P e rc e n ta g e s  Responding
C o n s titu e n c y
No. o f  
O r ig in a l  
Sample
No, w ith  
U sable 
R e p lie s
P e r c e n t  w ith  
U sab le  R e p lie s
T ru s te e s 79 hh 56#
A d m in is tr a to r s 71; S3 7 2 #
F a c u l ty 77 US 6 2 #
S tu d e n ts 5a 33 66 #
T o ta l 200 178 6I|#
A nalysis
To t e s t  th e  f i r s t  h y p o th e s is , i t  was n ecessary  to  compute Chi- 
squares on th e  c u r re n t  p r a c t ic e  resp o n ses  f o r  each o f  th e  t h i r t y  
decision-m aking  a r e a s .  Since th e  h y p o th esis  s ta te d  th a t  p e rc e p tio n s  
would d i f f e r  w ith  re g a rd  to  each a re a ,  i t  was n o t p o ss ib le  to  poo l the 
resp o n ses  f o r  th e  t h i r t y  item s. C ram er's V s  and Symmetric Lambdas 
were a ls o  c a lc u la te d  to  d isc o v e r  th e  p a r t io u la r  s tre n g th  o f each Chi- 
square . Sinoe th e re  were fo u r c o n s ti tu e n c ie s  and f i f t e e n  p o s s ib le  
response c a te g o r ie s ,  th e  c ro ss  ta b u la t io n  m a trix  was four by f i f t e e n .  
On each o f  th e  t h i r t y  item s, from one to  n ine  o f the response c a te ­
g o rie s  w ere no t chosen and w ere, th e re fo re ,  n o t p r in te d  by th e  compu­
t e r ,  Wie unused resp o n se  c a te g o r ie s  changed from item  to  item . Most 
o f the c ro ss  ta b u la t io n  m a tr ic ie s  had t h i r t y - s i x  o r fo r ty  c e l l s  w ith  
an N o f  about 170, When C h i-sq u ares were computed f o r  the  h y p o th e s is  
one d a ta , tw e n ty - th re e  were found to  be s ig n i f ic a n t .  However, th e  ex­
pected  f re q u e n c ie s  were sm a lle r  than  d e s ire d  in  many cases* To im­
prove th e  r e l i a b i l i t y  o f  the C h i-sq u ares  and make d a ta  p a t te r n s  more 
d is c e rn ib le ,  th e  resp o n se  c a te g o r ie s  hav ing  le s s  than  about e ig h t  o r 
nine p e rc e n t were grouped in to  a c a teg o ry  c a l le d  " o th e r ."  S inoe the 
answers f o r  the  t h i r t y  decision-m aking  a re a s  were n e c e s sa r i ly  t r e a te d  
in d ep en d en tly , th e  reg ro u p in g  o f th e  d a ta  was perform ed on each in d i ­
v id u a lly  w ith  no d i s to r t io n  o f th e  m a te r ia l .  When C hi-squares were 
perform ed on th e  t h i r t y  s e ts  o f  regrouped d a ta , tw enty-one were found 
to  be s ig n i f i c a n t .  For purposes o f t h i s  re se a rc h , more co n se rv a tiv e  
in d ic e s  o f  s ig n if ic a n c e  y ie ld e d  by th e  tw enty-one C hi-squares p e r­
formed on th e  reg rouped  d a ta  were used*
The second h y p o th e s is  was te s te d  in  th e  way used fo r  h y p o th e s is
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o n e , The d a ta  an a ly zed  were th e  p r e f e r r e d  p r a c t ic e  responses to  the  
t h i r t y  d e c is io n -m a k in g  a r e a s .
To t e s t  h y p o th e s is  th r e e ,  th e  number o f  tim es each co n s titu en cy  
in d ic a te d  i t  was in v o lv ed  in  c u r re n t  governance d ec is io n s  was t a l l i e d  
and  com pared to  th e  number o f  tim es  each group p re fe r re d  to  be in c lu d ed . 
S ince t h i r t y  a r e a s  w ere c o n s id e red  f o r  both  c u r re n t  and p re fe rre d  p ra c ­
t i c e ,  th e  number oould  range from aero  to  t h i r t y  f o r  both. T a ll ie s  
f o r  eaoh p a r t i c i p a n t  w ere made and d iv id e d  by t h i r t y  to  o b ta in  an 
av e rag e  p e r  q u e s tio n . These av e rag es  were in  tu rn  to ta le d  and d iv id ed  
by th e  N o f  th e  a p p ro p r ia te  group to  o b ta in  a  group average f o r  cu r­
r e n t  and p r e f e r r e d .  T - te s ta  were perform ed on th e  r e s u l ts  f o r  each o f  
th e  fo u r  g ro u p s .
One-way a n a ly s is  o f  v a r ia n c e  w ith  i t s  a s s o c ia te d  c o n tra s ts  be­
tween g ro u p s  was used  to  t e s t  th e  f o u r th  h y p o th e s is . Four s e ts  of 
a n a ly s e s  w ere perfo rm ed , one fo r  each c o n s titu e n c y , The number of 
tim e s  a  c o n s ti tu e n c y  p r e f e r r e d  p a r t i c ip a t io n  by i t s  own group was com­
p a re d  t c  th e  number o f  tim es  i t  in d ic a te d  each o f  th e  o ther th ree  
g ro u p s sh o u ld  p a r t i c i p a t e .  To t e s t  th e  h y p o th e s is , the th ree  T - te s te  
f o r  each  c o n s ti tu e n c y  w ere examined.
The 0 .0 $  co n fid en ce  le v e l  f o r  s ig n if ic a n c e  was used throughout 
t h i s  r e s e a r c h .
CHAPTER
fin d in g s
I n t r o d u c t io n
Die p u rp o se  o f t h i s  s tu d y  was t o  i d e n t i f y  a r e a s  o f  c o n f l i c t  and 
agreem ent b e tw een  c o n s t i tu e n c ie s  r e g a rd in g  th e  r o l e  each o c c u p ie s  and 
sh o u ld  occupy i n  campus g o v ern an ce . Four r e s e a r c h  q u e s tio n s  w ere p o sed . 
Do s tu d e n ts ,  f a c u l t y ,  a d m in is t r a to r s ,  an d  t r u s t e e s  a g re e  on th e  a r e a s  
o f  d e c is io n -m a k in g  c u r r e n t ly  p a r t i c i p a t e d  in  by th e  v a r io u s  c o n s t i tu e n ­
c ie s ?  I s  th e r e  agreem ent among c o n s t i tu e n c ie s  c o n c e rn in g  th e  p r e f e r r e d  
a r e a s  o f  deo i s  ion -m aking  f o r  each o f  th e  fo u r  g ro u p s?  I e  th e r e  a  d i s ­
c rep an cy  betw een  th e  c o n s t i t u e n c i e s 1 p e r c e p t io n s  o f  t h e i r  c u r r e n t  r o le  
in  d e c is io n -m a k in g  and t h e i r  p r e f e r r e d  r o le ?  A re th e  c o n s t i tu e n c ie s  
in  c o n f l i c t  o v e r  th e  p r e f e r r e d  a p p o rtio n m en t o f  d e c is io n -m a k in g  on cam­
pus? In  o rd e r  t o  answ er th e s e  q u e s t io n s ,  fo u r  h y p o th e se s  were con­
s t r u c te d  and t e s t e d .
H y p o th es is  One
The f i r s t  h y p o th e s is  t h a t  was fo rm u la te d  t o  h e lp  answ er th e  r e ­
s e a rc h  q u e s t io n s  s ta te d  t h a t  th e  p e r c e p t io n s  o f  t r u s t e e s ,  a d m in is t r a ­
t o r s ,  f a a u l ty ,  an d  s tu d e n ts  o f  f o u r - y e a r  p u b lic  i n s t i t u t i o n s  o f  h ig h e r  
e d u ca tio n  in  V ir g in ia  w ould d i f f e r  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  re g a rd in g  th e  a re a s  
o f d e c is io n -m a k in g  c u r r e n t ly  p a r t i c i p a t e d  in  by each  o f th e se  c o n s t i ­
tu e n c ie s .  T e s ts  were perfo rm ed  on each  o f  th e  t h i r t y  d e c is io n -m a k in g  
a rea s*  Tw enty-one o f  th e  C h i-sq u a re s  w ere s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  th e  0 .0 $  
l e v e l  o r  b e t t e r ,
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D ecis io n s  P e r ta in in g  to  F inance  and P la n t
The f i r s t  c a te g o ry  o f  governance exam ined by th e  q u e s t io n n a ir e  
d e a l t  w ith  m a tte r s  p e r ta in in g  to  f in a n o e  and  p la n t .  Of th e  f iv e  a r e a s  
under t h i s  c a te g o ry t th re e  y ie ld e d  s i g n i f i c a n t  r e s u l t s  when c o n s t i t u ­
ency p e rc e p tio n s  w ere an a ly zed  by C h i-sq u a re , Item  one, s h o r t - ra n g e  
b u d g e ta ry  p la n n in g , had a  C h i-sq u a re  o f  39 ,61200 w ith  12 d f  and was 
s ig n i f i c a n t  a t  th e  0.001 l e v e l .  The C ram er 's  V was 0 ,2 7 , in d ic a t in g  
th a t  th e  C h i-sq u a re  was s tro n g .  The Sym m etric Lambda vaa 0 ,1 7  which 
showed t h a t  d i f f e r e n c e s  betw een c o n s t i tu e n c ie s  ware d i a t i n o t ,  f o r  when 
e i t h e r  th e  c o n s ti tu e n c y  o r  th e  answ er was known, one would have a 17 
p e rc e n t im provem ent in  t h e i r  a b i l i t y  to  p r e d ic t  th e  o th e r .  R e s u lts  
f o r  item  two, lo n g -ran g e  b u d g e ta ry  p la n n in g , were s im i l a r ,  ex ce p t t h a t  
th e  p e rc e n ta g e  o f  improved p r e d i c t a b i l i t y  in d ic a te d  by th e  Symmetric 
Lambda was 5 p e r c e n t ,  which was s t i l l  v e ry  tf°od. The C h i-sq u a re  o f  
36 . 7689^ was s ig n i f i c a n t  a t  th e  0.0000 l e v e l  w ith  9 d f ,  A C ram er's  
V o f  O.38  showed t h a t  th e  C h i-sq u a re  was s tro n g .  The l a s t  s ig n i f i c a n t  
item  was number f o u r ,  which concerned  th e  c o n s t r u c t io n  and  re n o v a tio n  
o f  bo th  academ ic and non-academ ic b u i ld in g s .  The C h i-sq u a re  o f  h 0 .36662 
was s ig n i f i c a n t  a t  th e  0 .0001 l e v e l  and  had  12 d f .  T h is  to o  was a 
s tro n g  C h i-sq u a re  a s  in d ic a te d  by the C ram er1 h V o f  0 .2 0 . The d eg ree  
o f  d i f f e r e n c e  betw een c o n s t i tu e n c ie s  was a l s o  su p p o rte d  by th e  im proved 
p r e d i c t a b i l i t y  in d ic a te d  by th e  Symmetric Lambda o f  0*09* The two 
item s w hich d id  n o t r e s u l t  i n  s ig n i f i c a n t  C h i-S q u ares  w ere numbers 
th re e  and f iv e  w hich concerned  in v es tm en t o f  th e  endowment and fund  
r a i s in g  d e c is io n s  ( s e e  T able 5 ) .
Q u estio n  I t  S h o rt-ran g e  B udgetary  P la n n in g . O n e - th ird  o f  th e  
re sp o n d e n ts  in d io a te d  th a t  t r u s t e e s  and a d m in is t r a to r s  make th e  s h o r t -
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Table 5
C h i-S q u a re s , C ram er's  T 'a ,  and Symmetric Lambdas f o r  th e  C o n s titu e n c ie s '
P ercep tio n s o f  C u rren t Governance P r a c tice s
Q u estio n C h i-S quare
D egrees o f  
Freedom S ig n if ic a n c e
Cram er1 a 
V
Symmetric
Lambda
1 39-61200 12 *0.0001 0.27390 0.171+27
2 3 9 -7609U 9 *0.0000 0.27523 0.05505
3 11.21976 9 n* 0 .
k 1+0.36662 12 *0.0001 0.27572 0,00511
5 1 1 . 901+1+8 12 n . s .
6 8 2 . 6561+6 12 *0 .0000 0-391+51+ 0,22222
7 81+. 201+32 12 +0,0000 0.39822 0.2331+6
8 31.721+7 0 9 +0.0002 0 .21+502 0.12609
9 19.1+1+217 9 *0.0217 0.19109 0,06579
10 10.17662 9 n . s .
11 35.19881+ 9 +0,0001 0 . 2601+2 0.11161
12 37.56921 15 *0.0010 0.26828 0.131+92
13 18.18391+ 9 *0,0331 0 . 18661+ 0,01+673
I k 15.1+3U05 12 n . s .
15 2 3 . 0271*2 9 +0.0061 0.20025 0,07203
16 23.01776 0 +0.0062 0.20820 0 . 01+1+90
17 3 5 , 26096 12 +0 , 0001+ 0,25769 0.09333
IB 16.27316 12 U.S.
19 16,67088 12 n, a.
20 26,81566 12 +0 .0002 0.22665 0*01+977
21 6.75132 9 U.S.
22 35.2851+8 12 *0 . 0001+ 0.25851 0 , 07721+
23 6 0 . 61+221 9 +0.0000 0.1+1215 0,11+685
214 1 8 . 6821+0 15 n, s .
25 37.1+1+057 12 +0 ,0002 O.27756 0.0931+6
26 17.21809 9 +0,01+51+ 0.10110 0.05217
27 20.3931+2 9 +0.0156 0.19766 0.0971+6
28 16.53159 12 n,s.
29 27.07382 15 +0 ,0201 0.22973 0.09836
30 29.18187 15 +0,0152 O.25637 0.07656
#p < . 0 5
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ra n g e  b u d g e ta ry  d e c is io n s ,  T h is  view was h e ld  by s l i g h t l y  o v e r  one- 
h a l f  o f  th e  t r u s t e e s ,  a b o u t tw o - f i f th s  o f  th e  s tu d e n ts ,  t h r e e - t e n t h s  
o f  f a c u l ty ,  and about o n e -se v e n th  o f  th e  a d m in is t r a to r s .  A lm ost a s  
many p e rso n s , 31*8 p e rc e n t o f  th e  t o t a l ,  p e rc e iv e d  a d m in i s t r a to r s  a s  
making s h o r t- ra n g e  b u d g e ta ry  d e c is io n s  w ith o u t p a r t i c i p a t i o n  by o th e r  
g ro u p s. O ne-seventh  o f th e  s tu d e n ts  s e le c te d  t h i s  re sp o n se  a s  d id  one- 
f i f t h  o f  th e  t r u s te e s ,  o n e - th i r d  o f th e  a d m in i s t r a to r s ,  and  h a l f  o f  
th e  f a c u l ty .  F ourteen  p e rc e n t  o f  th e  t o t a l  sam ple p e rc e iv e d  t h a t  
t r u s t e e s ,  a d m in is t r a to r s  and  f a c u l ty  s h a re d  d e c is io n -m a k in g  i n  t h i s  
a r e a .  However, more t r u s t e e s  (ll+.0%) and  a d m in is t r a to r s  (2h*9&)  b e ­
l i e v e d  t h i s  to  be tru e  th a n  d id  f a c u l ty  (6*3?0 and  s tu d e n ts  (9*1+%)
( see  T ab le  6 ) ,
Q uest io n  2 1 Long-range B udgetary  P la n n in g . The second ite m  on 
th e  q u e s tio n n a ire  asked f o r  p e rc e p t io n s  o f  d e c is io n -m a k in g  p r a c t i c e  i n  
th e  a re a  o f  lo n g -ran g e  b u d g e ta ry  p la n n in g . H are, a s  was th e  c a s e  w ith  
p e rc e p t io n s  o f  s h o r t- ra n g e  b u d g e ta ry  p la n n in g , th e  l a r g e s t  p e rc e n ta g e  
o f  th e  sam ple, 1+5*1 p e rc e n t ,  in d ic a te d  t h a t  t r u s t e e s  and a d m in is t r a to r s  
made lo n g -ran g e  b u d g e ta ry  d e c is io n s .  A pprox im ate ly  o n e - h a l f  o f  th e  
t r u s t e e s ,  f a c u l ty  and s tu d e n ts  h e ld  t h i s  p e r c e p t io n ,  w h ile  a b o u t one- 
t h i r d  o f  a d m in is t r a to r s  d id  so . The seoond l a r g e s t  p e rc e n ta g e  o f  th e  
t o t a l  sam ple b e lie v e d  t h a t  a d m in is t r a to r s  made lo n g -ra n g e  b u d g e ta ry  
d e c is io n s  w ith o u t p a r t i c ip a t i o n  from o th e r  g ro u p s . About 28 p e r c e n t  
o f  a d m in is t r a to r s  and 1+5 p e r c e n t  o f  f a c u l t y  e x p re sse d  t h i s  p e r c e p t io n ,  
w h ile  o n ly  6 .3  p e rc e n t o f  s tu d e n ts  and 1+.7 p e rc e n t o f  t r u s t e e s  a g re e d  
w ith  t h i s  v iew . T ru s te e s , a d m in is t r a to r s  and f a c u l t y  w ere p e r c e iv e d  
a s  s h a r in g  d e c is io n s  i n  t h i s  a re a  by 13*7 p e rc e n t  o f  th e  t o t a l  sam p le . 
A bout o n e - f i f t h  o f th e  t r u s t e e s  and a d m in is t r a to r s  h e ld  t h i s  p e r c e p t io n ,
Table 6
Currant P raotioe Response Percentages o f  the 
Total Sample by C onstituency
P e rc e n t
Q uestion T ru s te e A d m in is tra to r F ac u lty S tu d en t of Totrf
1 Admin. 20 .9 3U.0 90.0 15,6 3 1 .8
T r. Adm. 53-5 15.1 29.2 1*0 ,6 3 3 .0
Adm. Fa. 1+-7 13.2 12.5 9.1* 10 .2
T-A-F ll+.o 21*. 5 6.3 9.1* 11+.2
O ther 7 .0 13.2 2.1 25.0 10 .8
2 Admin. l*.7 28.3 1*1*.7 6 .3 22 .9
T r, Adm, 5 i .2 35*8 1+6.8 50 ,0 1*5.1
T-A-F 20 .9 20,8 2.1 9.1* 1 3 .7
O ther 23 .3 15.1 6 . 1+ 3l».l+ 18 .3
3 T r. 25 .0 19.1 30.1* 3 7 .5 2 7 .3
Admin. 10 .0 21.3 23.9 18.0 18 .8
Tr. Adm, 9o .o 55.3 41.3 37 .5 1*6.7
O ther 15 .0 1**3 1*.3 6 .3 7 .3
1+ A dm. 11 . 1+ 21*. 5 27.1 29 .0 22 .0
Sh. B. 25 .0 2 6 . 1+ 2.1 3-1 15 .3
T r. Adm. 27 .3 28 ,3 52.1 1*3.8 3 7 .3
T-A-F 29 .5 11 .3 16.7 6 .3 16 . 1+
O ther 6 .8 9.1* 2.1 21.9 9 .0
5 T r. 7 .1 3 .6 13.3 15.6 9.U
Adm. 19 .0 28 .8 21+.1* 22.9 21*. 0
Sh. E. 19 .0 23 .1 8 .9 13 .5 16. h
T r. Adm. 35-7 30 .8 1*1*.1* 1*0 .6 37.1+
O ther 9 .0 13.5 8 .9 9.1* 12 .9
6 Adm, 1**5 3 .0 22.9 53 .1 1 8 .1
T r. Adm, 9 .1 1-9 0 .0 25 .0 7 .3
Adm. Fa. 15 .9 32 .1 31.3 9.1+ 23 .7
T-A-F 52 .3 26.1+ 22.9 3 .1 27 .7
O ther 18 .2 35-8 22.9 9.1* 23 .2
7 Adm. 2 .3 3 .9 11+.6 5o .o 11*. 7
T r. Adm. 11 . 1* 1 .9 10 . 1+ 3l*.l* 12.1+
Adm. Fa 18.2 28.3 33.3 6 .3 23 .2
T-A-F 1*5.5 26 . 1+ 18,8 3 .1 21*. 9
O ther 22 .7 39*6 22.9 6 .3 21*. 9
Table 6 —  Continued
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P e ro en t
Q u e s tio n T ru s te e A d m in is tra to r F a c u lty S tu d en t o f  Tot*
6 Adm. IS .6 26.9 52.1 1 0 .0 30-3
T r. Adm. 5 3 .5 32*7 33*1 37*5 3 0 .9
Adm. Fa. 7 .0 23*1 6 .3 6.3 11.1*
O ther 20 .9 17*3 8*3 37-5 1 9 . 1*
9 Adm. 30 .2 39*6 37*5 59.1* 1*0 .3
T r. Ad. 2 .3 7 .5 20.8 6 .3 9 .7
Ad. F a. 1*6.5 3*4.0 32*3 28,1 3 5 .2
O ther 20 .9 10.9 1 0 .t* 6-3 114.8
10 Adm. 36.1* 2 0 .3 27.7 1*3-0 33-0
Faa. 11.1* 1 8 .9 23*1* 2 1 .9 18 ,8
Ad. Fa. 50 .0 1*9.1 38*3 28,1 1*2,6
O ther 2 .3 3 .0 10 .6 6-3 5 -7
11 T r. 51 .2 20 .3 26,7 6 2 .5 3 9 .9
Sh. D, 25 .6 1*7-2 26,7 3*1 2 8 ,3
T-A-F 11 .6 11 .3 21*.1* 3*1 13 ,3
O ther 11 .6 13.2 22,2 31*3 18 .5
12 Adm. 25.0 15.1 33-3 25 .0 21*. 1
Sh, D, 6 .8 3 2 .1 11.1 3*1 11*. 9
T r. Ad, 3U*1 1 5 .1 22.2 31*1 21**7
Ad, Fa, 9*1 1 7 .0 11.1 6*3 11*5
T-A-F 18.2 9.1+ 15*6 6*3 12 .6
O th er 6 .8 1 1 .3 6 .7 28.1 12 .1
13 Adm. 1*5*5 3 0 .5 58 .7 1*6.9 1*7*1
Sh. B, l l . l* 26 .9 15.2 0 .0 11**9
T r. Ad., 22.7 15.1* 15.2 31*. 1* 20 ,7
O ther 20 .5 19 .2 10,9 18.8 17*2
ll* Adm. 13.6 17 .0 3*4-0 31*3 23 .3
Fa. 9 .1 11.3 6.1* 15.6 10 .2
Adm. Fa, 1*7.7 35*0 30-3 1*0.6 1*0,3
T-A-F 9*1 13 .2 12,8 3-1 10.2
O ther 20 .5 2 2 ,0 0-5 9*1* 15.9
15 Adm. 18.2 1 1 .3 12.5 1*0.6 1 8 .6
Ad. F a. 1*5*5 1*1.5 39-6 1 2 .5 36 .7
T-A-F 11 .i1 1 7 .0 16.7 3*1 13 .0
O ther 29 .0 3 0 .2 31*3 1*3*8 3 1 .6
16 Sh. B, 31*. 1 2 0 ,3 18.8 0 .0 2 2 .0
Adm. Fa. 9 .1 18 .9 20 .8 31*. 1* 19-8
T-A-F 314-1 26.1* 25.0 18.8 2 6 ,6
O ther 22 .7 26.1* 35.1* 1*6*9 3 1 .6
Table 6 —  Continued
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P ero en t
Q uestion T ru s te e A d m in is tra to r F a c u lty S tuden t o f  Toti
17 Sh. D, 20 .5 11-3 10 . 1+ 0 .0 11*3
T r. Adm. 15 .9 5 .7 6 .3 31+*^ 13*6
Ad, Pa, 6 .6 17 .0 22 ,9 16.8 16 , 1+
T-A-F 1+7.7 51+.7 39*6 21.9 1+2.9
O ther 9 .1 11.3 20 ,8 25.0 15*8
10 Pa. 2 0 ,5 22.6 25,0 3 .1 19.2
Sh, D. 11, 1+ 11.3 10 . 1+ 0 .0 9*0
Ad. Fa, 1+3.2 39 .6 1+1,7 65 .6 1+5*6
A-F-S 13 .6 7*5 S .3 6 .3 9*0
O ther 11. 1+ 10,9 11+.6 25 ,0 16,9
19 Adm. 13 .6 13.2 23*1+ 21.9 17.6
T r. Ad. 2 5 ,0 11 .3 19*1 31+.1+ 21.0
Ad, Fa, 29*5 32.1 27 .7 1 2 .5 26.7
T-A-F 13 .6 26 .li 12 .8 25 .0 19,3
O ther 16,2 17 .0 17 ,0 6 .3 15,3
20 Adm. 7 .0 1*9 10.9 31.3 10.9
Fao. 16 ,6 20 .6 19.6 3 .1 16.7
Ad. Fa. 1+1 .9 1+1.5 50 .0 31+. 1+ 1+2.5
T-A-F 20 .9 15.1 0*7 12 ,5 11+.1+
O ther 11 .6 20 .8 10.9 18.8 15 .5
21 Adm. 9 .3 11,6 8 .3 12,9 10.1+
Pac, 30 .2 27*5 39 .6 3 5 .5 32.9
Ad. Fa, 3 9 .5 1+1.2 1+5.8 32 .3 1+0 .5
O ther 20 .9 19.6 6 .3 19. li 16.2
22 Adm. 6 .6 19.2 27 .1 28.1 19.9
Fa. 11. k 7-7 27 .1 3*1 13.1
Ad, Fa. 25 .0 20 .8 33 .3 37*5 30.7
A-F-S 31+.1 26 .9 10,1+ 9.1+ 21.0
O ther 22 ,7 17*3 2 ,1 21 .9 15.3
23 Fac, 1+0,0 52*5 62 ,2 5*9 1+6.2
S tu d en t 12 ,0 0 .0 0 ,0 58 .8 10.9
Adm, Fa, 1 6 ,0 2 5 .0 21+. 3 0 ,0 19*3
O thar 3 2 .0 22 . $ 1 3 .5 35*3 2 3 .5
21+ Adm, 6 .6 9 .6 15.6 18 .8 12.1
S tu d en t 15 .9 7 .7 11.1 12 .5 11 .6
Sh, D. 16.2 19 .2 22 ,2 3*1 16.0
Ad, S t, 6 .0 17.3 17.8 21 .9 15.6
A-F-S 36.1+ 2 0 .B 17.6 15*6 25.1*
O ther 15.9 17 .3 15.6 28 .1 18.5
T able 6 - -  Continued
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Q uestion T rustee A d m in is tra to r F a c u lty S tu d e n t
P e rce n t 
o f  T o ta l
25 Adm. 28.2 29,2 50 .0 1+8.1* 38-3
Sh, D, 20.5 6 .3 13*6 0 .0 11.1
Ad. S t. 35.9 2^ .0 22*7 1 2 ,9 2J+.7
A-F-S 7*7 0 .6 2*3 0 ,0 0 ,0
O ther 7*7 10,8 11.1* 38*7 17*9
26  Sh* D. 20*5 21,2 21*3 12 .5 19.1+
Fa. S t. 0 .0 19.2 19*1 18 .8 3
A-F-S 52*3 36-5 3 6 .2 2 ^ .0 3 8 .9
Other 27*3 21.2 23. h 1+3.8 2 7 -k
27 S tudent 9*3 7*7 27.7 12 .5 11+. h
Sh. D, 32 .6 13*5 14.9 1 2 .5 18.1*
A-F-S 32*6 1*6.2 27.7 2 8 .1 3i+*5
O ther 25 .6 32*7 29 .8 1+6.9 3 2 .8
26 Adm. 23.3 12.0 17.8 1 2 ,5 1 6 .5
Sh. D, 11*. 0 16 .0 8 .9 3*1 1 1 .2
Ad. S t . 37,2 1*0.0 Z+O.O 1+3*8 1+0.0
A-F-S 18.6 22.0 13.3 9*1+ 1 6 .5
O ther 7 .0 10.0 20 .0 31*3 15.9
29 Adm. 18.6 30.0 37*0 25*0 28.1
Sh. D. 25.6 12.0 10.9 3*1 13*5
Tr, Ad. 11.6 ll*.Q 10,9 1+3*8 18 .1
Ad, Fa. 1 1 .6 8 .0 10 .9 6 .3 9*1+
T-A-F 1 1 .6 12.0 8 .7 6 -3 9*9
O ther 20.9 2l*.0 21.7 1 9 .6 21*1
30 S tuden t 30.3 25.0 22.2 l+*5 22.3
Sh* D. 21.2 12.5 6*9 22 .7 li+,9
Ad. S t. 12.1 12.5 6 .7 9*1 10.1
Fa. S t. 6 .1 6 .3 2 .2 27*3 6 .1
A-F-S 2i+.2 27.1 35*6 9*1 26 . 1+
Other 6 ,1 16.7 2l+*l+ 27*3 18,2
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w h ile  9 percent o f  stu d en ts  d id  and o n ly  £ percen t o f  fa c u lty  agreed  
( s e e  Table 6 ) .
Question lit C on stru ction  and R enovation o f  Aoadomio and Son- 
academic B u ild in g s . When resp on ses regard in g  current p ercep tio n s o f  
governance p r a c t ic e  in  th e  area o f  c o n str u c tio n  and ren ovation  o f  both  
academia and non-academic b u ild in g s  were compared, the la r g e s t  p o r tio n  
o f  the t o t a l  (37 *3?6) p erce iv ed  th at t r u s t e e s  and a d m in istra to rs  made 
th ese  d e c is io n s . This p ercep tio n  was shared by s l i g h t l y  over one- 
fo u rth  o f  the tr u s te e s  and a d m in istra to rs , tw o - f i f th s  o f  the s tu d en ts, 
and h a lf  o f  the fa c u lty .  The response w ith  the second la r g e s t  p o rtio n  
o f  the to ta l  sample was a d m in istra to r , which rece iv ed  22 ,0  p ercen t.
This was the p referred  response fo r  about on e-fou rth  o f  the stu d en ts , 
fa c u lty  and a d m in is tra to rs , but only  a tenth  o f  t r u s te e s  s e le c te d  t h is  
answer (se e  Table 6 ) .
D ec is io n s  P erta in in g  to  F aou lty
Four o f  the f iv e  d ecision -m ak in g  areas in  the oategory  o f  fa c u lty  
a f f a ir s  were observed to  have s ig n i f ic a n t  C hi-squares, in d ic a t in g  th at  
th e  c o n s t i tu e n c ie s ’ p ercep tio n s  were d i s t i n c t l y  d i f f e r e n t .  P ercep tion s  
conoeraing the promotion o f  fa o u lty , item  s ix ,  were s ig n i f ic a n t ly  d i f ­
fe re n t a t  the 0 ,0000  l e v e l .  The C hi-square was 8 2 , 6$ 6U&r and i t  had 
12 d f , This C hi-square was very  stro n g  as in d ic a te d  by a Cramer1 s V o f  
0 .39* In a d d itio n , the Symmetric Lambda in d ica ted  an improvement o f  
22 peroent in  p r e d ic t a b i l i t y  when e ith e r  the co n stitu en cy  or  the answer 
was known. Item seven  on the q u estio n n a ire , g ra n tin g  o f  fa o u lty  ten u re, 
had a Chi-square o f  61+.201+32 w ith  12 d f and was s ig n i f ic a n t  a t  the 0 .000  
l e v e l .  This C hi-square was a ls o  q u ite  s tro n g , h aving a Cramer’ s V o f  
0,1+0. The Symmetric Lambda showed a 23 p ercen t improvement in  p red ic -
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t a b i l i t y ,  L ikew ise, p e rc e p tio n s  co n cern in g  th e  d e te rm in a tio n  o f f a o u l ty  
s a l a r i e s  were s ig n i f i c a n t ly  d i f f e r e n t  a t  th e  0 .0002  l e v e l .  Hie C hi- 
sq u are  was 31.711*70 w ith  9 d f  * E i0 s t r e n g th  o f  t h i s  C h i-sq u a re  woe a l s o  
good, f o r  th e  Cramer’ s  V was 0,25* Sym m etric Lambda o f 0 ,13  in d i ­
c a te d  a v ery  good im provem ent in  p r e d i c t a b i l i t y .  Item  n in e ,  te a c h in g  
lo a d , had  a C h i-square  o f 19*14+217 w ith  9 d f  and was s ig n i f i c a n t  a t  th e  
0,0217 l e v e l .  I t s  s tr e n g th  was s u f f i c i e n t  a s  shown by th e  C ram er's  V 
o f 0 ,2 0 , Knowing e i t h e r  th e  c o n s ti tu e n c y  o r  th e  answ er improved one’ s  
a b i l i t y  to  p re d ic t  th e  o th e r  by a  v ery  good 7 p e rc e n t a s  seen  by a 
Symmetric Lambda o f  0 ,0 7 . The on ly  d ec is io n -m ak in g  a r e a  i n  the c a te ­
g o ry  o f  f a c u l ty  a f f a i r s  t h a t  d id  n o t y i e ld  s ig n i f i c a n t  d if f e r e n c e s  among 
c o n s t i tu e n c ie s 1 p e rc e p tio n s  o f  governance was item  te n ,  th e  assignm ent 
o f  in d iv id u a l  c la s s e s  to  f a c u l ty  ( s e e  T able 5 ) .
Q uestion  6) P rom otion  o f F a o u lty , O ver 27 p e rc e n t  o f  th e  t o t a l  
sample s a id  th a t  t r u s t e e s ,  a d m in is tr a to r s  and  f a c u l ty  sh a re  d e c is io n s  
co n cern in g  prom otion o f  f a c u l ty .  Over h a l f  o f  th e  t r u s t e e s  answ ered 
in  t h i s  fa sh io n , and ab o u t o n e -fo u r th  o f a d m in is t r a to r s  and f a o u lty  
a g ree d . Only 3 p e rc e n t o f  s tu d e n ts  h e ld  t h i s  p e r c e p t io n ,  Almost o n e- 
f o u r th  ( 2 3 , 6%) o f th e  sample responded th a t  a d m in is t r a to r s  and f a c u l ty  
made f a c u l ty  prom otion d e c is io n s .  About o n e - th i r d  o f  th e  a d m in is t r a to r s  
and f a c u l ty ,  one-seven th  o f  th e  t r u s t e e s ,  and  o n e - te n th  o f  th e  s tu d e n ts  
answ ered in  th is  way. Some sharp  d isag reem en t was seen  on th i s  qu es­
t i o n ,  f o r  h a l f  o f  th e  s tu d e n ts ,  and a  f o u r th  o f  th e  f a c u l ty  though t 
a d m in is t r a to r s  made f a c u l ty  prom otion d e c is io n s .  In  c o n t r a s t ,  on ly  
ab o u t 1* p ero en t o f  t r u s t e e s  and a d m in is t r a to r s  b e l ie v e d  t h i s  to  be t r u e .
Q uestion  J t G ra n tin g  o f  F ao u lty  T en u re . Item  sev en  on th e  ques­
t io n n a i r e  asked th a t  p a r t i c ip a n ts  in d ic a te  w hich group o r  groups
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p a r t i c ip a te d  in  f a c u lty  te n u re  d e c is io n s .  About o n e -fo u r th  o f  th e  p a r ­
t i c i p a n t s  f e l t  th a t  t r u s t e e s ,  a d m in is t r a to r9 and f a c u l ty  p a r t i c ip a te d  
in  t h i s  a r e a .  About o n e -h a lf  o f  th e  t r u s t e e s  answ ered in  t h i s  f a s h io n ,  
a s  d id  s l i g h t l y  over o n e -fo u r th  o f  th e  a d m in is t r a to r s .  However, o n ly  
o n e - f i f th  o f  th e  fa c u lty  sh ared  th is  p e rc e p tio n , and o n ly  3 p e rc e n t  o f  
s tu d e n ts  ag reed  w ith  t h i s  view . The re sp o n se , a d m iu is t r a to r / f a c u i ty ,  
re c e iv e d  th e  second la r g e s t  p o r tio n  ( 2 J . 2 $ )  o f  th e  t o t a l .  O n e - th ird  
o f  th e  f a c u l ty  h e ld  t h i s  p e rc e p tio n  a lo n g  w ith  about 28 p e rc e n t o f  th e  
a d m in is t r a to r s ,  and s l i g h t l y  over o n e - s ix th  o f  th e  t r u s t e e s  a s  w e ll  a s  
6 p e rc e n t o f  th e  s tu d e n ts . The th i r d  m ost common resp o n se  fo r  th e  sam­
p le  in  g e n e ra l was a d m in is t r a to r ,  which re c e iv e d  11+.7 p e rc e n t o f  th e  
t o t a l .  T h is  p e rce p tio n  was shared  by lo s s  than  p e rc e n t  o f t r u s t e e s  
and a d m in is t r a to r s ,  15 p e rc e n t o f f a c u l ty ,  and o n e -h a lf  o f s tu d e n ts  
(se e  T able 6 ) .
Q uestion  8; D eterm ination  of F a c u lty  S a la r ie s . Another a re a  
c la s s e d  under the ca teg o ry  o f  f a c u lty  a f f a i r s ,  th e  d e te rm in a tio n  o f 
f a c u l ty  s a l a r i e s ,  y ie ld e d  s ig n i f ic a n t  r e s u l t s .  Almost tw o - f i f th s  o f  
th e  sample p e rce iv ed  th a t  t r u s t e e s  and a d m in is t r a to r s  determ ined 
f a o u l ty  s a l a r i e s .  Over o n e -h a lf  o f t r u s t e e s  and abou t o n e - th ird  o f  
th e  o th e r  th re e  groups though t t h i s  to  be th e  c a se . As on p re v io u s  
q u e s tio n s ,  th e  response , a d m in is t r a to r ,  g o t a  s iz e a b le  p o r tio n  o f  th e  
t o t a l —30,3  p e ro en t. O n e-h a lf o f  th e  f a c u l ty  ex p ressed  th i s  p e rc e p t io n  
a lo n g  w ith  a  fo u rth  o f  th e  a d m in is tr a to r s  and a  f i f t h  o f  the t r u s t e e s  
and s tu d e n ts .  D isagreem ent was a ls o  e a s i l y  d is c e rn ib le  in  re g a rd  to  
th e  resp o n se  o f  a d m in is t r a to r / f a c u l ty .  Eoughly 7 p e rc e n t o f  t r u s t e e s ,  
f a c u l ty ,  and s tu d e n ts  marked th i s  re sp o n se , w hile  a  p o r t io n  o f  ad m in is ­
t r a t o r s  over th ree  tim es a s  la rg e ,  23 .1  p e rc e n t ,  s e le c te d  th i s  re sp o n s e .
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Q u es tio n  T each ing  Load. The c o n s t i tu e n c ie s  d id  n o t  a g re e  
upon th e  g ro u p s  which d e te rm in e  d e t a i l s  r e l a t e d  to  & p r o f e s s o r 's  te a c h ­
in g  lo a d . T w o -f if th s  o f  th e  t o t a l  sample marked th e  resp o n se  ad m in is ­
t r a t o r ,  and o n e - th ir d  answ ered a d m in i s t r a to r / ! a c u i ty .  Almost t h r e e -  
f i f t h e  o f  s tu d e n ts  responded a d m in is t r a to r ,  w h ile  ab o u t tw o - f i f th s  o f  
a d m in is t r a to r  a and f a c u l ty  sh ared  t h i s  p e rc e p t io n .  About 30 p e rc e n t 
□ f t r u s t e e s  sh a red  th i s  view (se e  T ab le  6 ) .
Bee I s  Iona P e r ta in in g  to  A ppointm ent o f  F a c u lty  and A d m in is tra to rs
As i n  th e  p re v io u s  governance c a te g o ry , p e rc e p tio n s  o f  p a r t i c i ­
p a n ts  d i f f e r e d  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  on f o u r  o f  th e  f iv e  ite m s  re g a rd in g  c u r ­
r e n t  g overnance  p r a c t i c e s .  C o n s ti tu e n c ie s  d id  n o t a g re e  upon the  
g roups w hich c u r r e n t ly  make d e c is io n s  in  th e  a re a  o f  s e le c t io n  o f  th e  
p r e s id e n t ,  w hich was item  e le v e n . The C h i-sq u a re  f o r  t h i s  q u e s tio n  was 
35-19061+ w hich was s ig n i f i c a n t  a t  th e  0 .0001 le v e l  and had  9 d f .  A 
Cram er’ s V o f  0 .2 6  in d ic a te d  th a t  t h i s  C h i-sq u a re  was r a t h e r  s t r o n g ,  
and th e  Sym m etric Lambda in d ic a te d  im proved p r e d ic t iv e  a b i l i t y  o f  11 
p e rc e n t ,  w hich i s  a ls o  q u i te  good, When p e rc e p t io n s  were compared on 
th e  q u e s t io n  o f  whioh groupe c u r r e n t ly  s e l e c t  aoadem io deans ( ite m  
tw elv e), a  s i g n i f i c a n t  d if f e r e n c e  o f  0.0010 was o b se rv ed  fo r  th e  C h i-  
sq u are  o f  37-56921 whioh had  15 d f ,  A 0 .2 7  C ram er 's  V s u b s ta n t ia te d  
th e  s t r e n g th  o f  th e  d i f f e r e n c e s  a s  d id  th e  Symmetric Lambda o f 0,13* 
P e rc e p tio n s  co n cern in g  th e  s e le c t io n  o f  th e  heads o f  s tu d e n t s e rv ic e s  
program s a l s o  d i f f e r e d  s ig n i f io o n t ly .  The C h i-sq u a re  was 18 . 1039I+ 
w hich was s ig n i f i c a n t  a t  th e  0.0331  l e v e l  w ith  9 d f .  The s t r e n g th  o f 
t h i s  C h i-sq u a re  was n o t a s  g r e a t  a s  most o th e rH , f o r  th e  Cram er’ s  V 
was 0 .1 9 , one p o in t  below th e  p r e fe r r e d  l e v e l .  However, th e  Symmetric 
Lambda showed a very  good improvement in  p r e d i c t iv e  a b i l i t y  o f  5 p e ro e n t .
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I tem  f i f t e e n ,  s e le c t io n  o f  new f a c u l ty ,  a ls o  was found  to  have 
s i g n i f i c a n t  r e s ’l l  t  s .  The C h i-sq u are  o f 23.0271+2 was s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  th e  
0 .0 0 6 1  l e v e l  w ith  9 d f ,  T h is C hi-square was s u f f i c i e n t ly  s t r o n g ,  hav­
in g  a  C ra m er 's  V o f  0 ,2 1 , The Lambda o f 0 ,0 7  a g a in  in d ic a te d  su b stan ­
t i a l  im provem ent i n  p r e d ic t iv e  a b i l i t y  (see  T ab le  5)*
The o n ly  ite m  o f  t h i s  c a teg o ry  th a t  d id  n o t  show s i g n i f i c a n t  
d i f f e r e n c e s  betw een  c o n s ti tu e n c y  p e rc e p tio n s  was number f o u r te e n  which 
d e a l t  w ith  th e  s e l e c t io n  o f  departm en tal c h a irp e rs o n s  (se e  T ab le  5 ) ,  
Q uest io n  11+ S e le c t io n  o f P re s id e n t . The la r g e s t  p a r t  o f  the  
t o t a l  sam ple (39*396) f e l t  th a t  t r u s te e s  s e l e c t  th e  p r e s id e n t .  Over 
t h r e e - f i f t h s  o f  t h e  s tu d e n ts  h e ld  th is  p e rc e p tio n  as d id  h a l f  o f  th e  
t r u s t e e s .  Gome d i f f e r e n c e  o f op in ion  was se e n  by the f a c t  t h a t  only
i
o n e - fo u r th  o f  th e  f a o u l ty  and a d m in is tra to rs  ag reed  w ith  t h i s  percep ­
t i o n .  An even s h a r p e r  d i f f a r e n c e  o f o p in io n  was seen when th e  r e s u l t s  
f o r  th e  r e s p o n s e , sh a re d  decision-m aking , w ere examined. O ver ona- 
f o u r th  (20.396) o f  th e  sample b e lie v e d  th a t  a l l  fo u r groups sh a re d  t h i s  
d e c is io n .  T h is  p o r t io n  was t r u e  f o r  t r u s te e s  and fa c u lty  a s  g ro u p s, 
b u t a lm o s t o n e - h a l f  o f  a d m in is tr a to r s  marked th e  shared  r e s p o n s e , w h ile  
o n ly  3*1 p e rc e n t  o f  s tu d e n ts  d id  so (see  T ab le  6 ) .
Q u es tio n  1 2 1 S e le c t io n  o f Academic D eans, With r e g a rd  to  tha  
s e l e c t i o n  o f  academ ic deans, th e  response , t r u s t e e / a d m in i s t r a to r ,  
r e c e iv e d  th e  l a r g e s t  p e rc e n ta g e  o f th e  t o t a l  sam ple w ith  2l+*7 p e rc e n t.  
Roughly a  t h i r d  o f  t r u s t e e s  and s tu d e n ts  m arked th is  answ er, w h ile  o n ly  
a  f i f t h  o f  th e  f a c u l t y  and a sev en th  o f th a  a d m in is tr a to rs  responded  
i n  t h i s  way. The second l a r g e s t  p o r tio n  o f  th e  t o t a l  (24*1%) in d ic a te d  
t h a t  a d m in i s t r a to r s  made th e se  d e c is io n s . The breakdown h e r e  was 
f a c u l t y ,  31*3 p e r o e n t ; t r u s t e e ,  25*0 p e rc e n t;  s tu d e n ts , 25*0 p e rc e n t;
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and a d m in i s t r a to r s ,  15*1 p e r o e n t .  S h ared  d e c is io n -m a k in g  was th e  r e ­
sponse ch o sen  by a lm o s t 15 p e ro e n t  o f  th e  sam ple. However, a d m in is t r a ­
t o r s  had  by f a r  th e  l a r g e s t  p e ro e n t  age w ith  3 2 ,1  p e rc e n t o f  t h i s  g ro u p  
an sw erin g  t h i s  w ay. Fewer th a n  10 p e ro e n t o f  t r u s t e e s  and  f a c u l ty  
marked s h a re d , and  o n ly  3*1 p e ro e n t  o f  s tu d e n ts  d id  so ( s e e  T ab le  6 ) ,  
Q uest io n  l j  * S e le c t io n  o f  Heads o f  S tu d en t S e rv io e s  P ro g ram s. 
Almost h a l f  o f  th e  e n t i r e  sample p e ro e iv e d  th a t  a d m in is t r a to r s  s e l e c t  
head s  o f  s tu d e n t  s e r v io e s ,  w h ile  a  f i f t h  s a id  t r u s t e e s  and a d m in is t r a ­
to r s  b o th  p a r t i c i p a t e d ,  and  o n e -se v e n th  s a id  a l l  fo u r  g ro u p s  p a r t i c i ­
p a te d , Roughly 11 p e r c e n t  o f  th e  t r u s t e e s ,  15 p e ro e n t o f  th e  f a c u l ty ,  
and  26 p e ro e n t o f  th e  a d m in i s t r a to r s  s a id  th a t  s tu d e n ts  sh o re  th e s e  
d e c is io n s  w ith  th e  o th e r  th r e e  g ro u p s . However, none o f  th e  s tu d e n ts  
h e ld  t h i s  p e rc e p t io n  ( s e e  T able  6 ) .
Q u es tio n  1^ : S e le c t io n  o f  Now F a o u lty , Over o n e - th i r d  o f  th e
sam ple p e rc e iv e d  d e c i s io n s  in  t h i s  a re a  a s  b e in g  made by a d m in i s t r a to r s  
and f a c u l t y ,  16.6  p e r c e n t  b e l ie v e d  th a t  a d m in is t r a to r s  made th e s e  d e c i ­
s io n s ,  and  13>0 p e ro e n t  s a id  t r u s t e e s ,  a d m in is t r a to r s  and  f a c u l t y  a l l  
p a r t i c ip a t e d .  About t w o - f i f t h s  o f  t r u s t e e s ,  a d m in is t r a to r s  and  f a c u l ty  
s a id  t h a t  a d m in is t r a to r s  and  f a o u l ty  s e le c te d  new te a c h in g  s t a f f ,  w h ile  
tw o - f i f th s  o f  s tu d e n ts  s a id  a d m in is t r a to r s  a lo n e  made th e s e  d e c is io n s .  
About 17 p e rc e n t  o f  a d m in is t r a to r s  and f a c u l ty  s a id  t h a t  t r u s t e e s  p a r ­
t i c i p a t e d  i n  t h i s  c h o ic e . Only 11 p e rc e n t  o f  t r u s t s 00 f e l t  t h a t  t h e i r  
c o n s t i tu e n c y  sh a re d  i n  s e le o t io n  o f  f a c u l ty ,  and  an  even s m a lle r  p e rc e n ­
ta g e  o f  s tu d e n ts ,  3 ,1  p e r c e n t ,  p e r c e iv e d  th a t  t r u s t e e s  p a r t i c i p a t e d  in  
t h i s  a r e a  (se e  T a b le  6 ) .
B e d s  io n s  P e r ta in in g  to  th e  Aoademio Program s
T hree o f  th e  f iv e  a r e a s  u n d e r th e  c a te g o ry  o f  academ ic program s
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h a d  s i g n i f i c a n t  C h i-sq u a re s , num bers s ix te e n ,  sev en teen , and  tw en ty .
The two a r e a s  o f  d e c is io n s  th a t  d id  n o t show s ig n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  
betw een p e rc e p tio n s  o f  c o n s t i tu e n c ie s  w ere d e te rm in a tio n  o f  c o u rse s  
w ith in  v a r io u s  c u r r i c u l a  and d e te rm in a tio n  o f  I n s t i t u t i o n a l  ad m iss io n  
re q u ire m e n ts  ( s e e  T ab le  5 ) .
Item  s ix tee n *  e s ta b lis h m e n t o f  new e d u c a tio n a l program s and c u r­
r i c u l a ,  y ie ld e d  a  C h i-sq u a re  o f  23*01776 w ith  9 d f  and a  s ig n i f ic a n c e  
le v e l  o f  0 ,0 0 6 2 , The s t r e n g th  o f  th e  C h i-sq u are  was s u f f i c i e n t  a s  
shown by a  Cramer*s V o f  0 ,2 1 . A v e ry  good (990 improvement in  p r e d ic ­
t i v e  a b i l i t y  was in d ic a te d  by th e  Sym m etric Lambda. Thus d i f f e r e n c e s  
betw een p e rc e p tio n s  c f  th e  c o n s t i tu e n c ie s  were d i s t i n c t .  Agreem ent was 
a ls o  la c k in g  among c o n s t i tu e n c ie s *  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  which g ro u p s  c u r r e n t ly  
make d e c is io n s  p e r t a in in g  to  th e  ty p o s and l e v e l s  o f  d e g re e s  o f f e r e d  
by t h e i r  i n s t i t u t i o n s .  The C h i-sq u a re  f o r  t h i s  item  (number s e v e n te e n )  
was 35,£6096 w ith  12 d f  and a  Q.GQOl* s ig n if ic a n c e  l e v e l .  H ie s t r e n g th  
o f  th e  d i f f e r e n c e  was h ig h  a s  see n  i n  th e  C ram er's  V o f  0 ,2 6  and th e  
Symmetric Lambda o f  0 ,0 9 .  The l a s t  s ig n i f i c a n t  item  u n d er th e  c a te g o ry  
o f  academ ic program s was number tw en ty , which d e a l t  w ith  c r e d i t  and  
d i s t r i b u t i o n  re q u ire m e n ts . P e rc e p tio n s  were s ig n i f i c a n t ly  d i f f e r e n t  
a t  th e  0 .0002 l e v e l  f o r  th e  C h i-sq u a ra  o f  26,81566, The d i f f e r e n c e s  
w ere s tro n g  a s  seen  i n  th e  C ram er 's  V o f  0 ,2 3 , & Symmetric Lambda
o f  0 .0 5  ( s e e  T ab le  5)»
Q u estio n  161 E s ta b lish m e n t o f  New E d u c a tio n a l Program s and Cur­
r i c u l a . A lthough th e  re sp o n s e s  f o r  t h i s  item  were s ig n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r ­
e n t ,  a  s m a lle r  p e rc e n ta g e  o f  th e  w hole group c o n c e n tra te d  t h e i r  answ ers 
in  th e  m ajo r re sp o n se  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s .  As a r e s u l t ,  31 .6  p e r c e n t  were 
s o a t te r e d  in  sm all c l u s t e r s  th ro u g h o u t re sp o n se s  th a t  w ere g rouped  in to
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t h e  " o th e r 11 c l a s s i f i c a t i o n *  Thrust e e /a d m in is t r a to r / f a c u i ty  p a r t i c ip a ­
t i o n  r e c e iv e d  th e  l a r g e s t  p o r t i o n  o f th e  sam ple (2 6 ,6 ^ ) , T his segment 
was oomposed o f  a  t h i r d  o f  th e  t r u s t e e s ,  a  f o u r th  o f the a d m in is tra to rs  
an d  f a c u l t y ,  and  a  f i f t h  o f  th e  s tu d e n ts .  Prom o n e - f i f th  to  o n e - th ir d  
o f  th e  f a c u l t y ,  a d m in i s t r a to r s  an d  t r u s t e e s  b e l ie v e d  th a t  s tu d e n ts  
s h a re d  d e c is io n s  i n  t h i s  a r e a  w ith  th e  o th e r  th re e  groups. However, 
none o f  th e  s tu d e n ts  m arked th e  re sp o n se  sh a re d  f o r  th ie  question*  
L ik e w ise , a  t h i r d  o f  t h e  t r u s t e e s  p e rc e iv e d  t r u s t e e s  as sh a rin g  new 
p rogram  d e o is io n s  w i th  a d m in is t r a to r s  and f a c u l ty ,  w hile  on ly  a  fo u r th  
o f  th e s e  two g ro u p s  h e ld  th a t  p e rc e p t io n  ( s e e  Table 6 ) .
Q u es tio n  1 7 i Types and  L e v e ls  o f D egrees O ffe red . The eecond 
ite m  i n  t h i s  c a te g o ry  to  show s u b s t a n t i a l  d isag reem en t among c o n s t i tu e n ­
c i e s 1 re sp o n s e s  was num ber s e v e n te e n . Over two f i f t h s  o f th e  resp o n ­
d e n ts  p e r c e iv e d  t h a t  t r u s t e e s ,  a d m in is t r a to r s  and f a c u l ty  made th e se  
d e c i s io n s .  A p p ro x im a te ly  h a l f  o f  th e  t r u s t e e s  and a d m in is tra to rs  ans­
w ered  i n  t h i s  way, w h ile  t w o - f i f t h s  o f th e  f a c u l ty  and o n e - f i f th  o f 
th e  s tu d e n ts  a g re e d , H ie l a r g e s t  p e rc en ta g e  o f  s tu d e n ts ,  o n e - th ird ,  
p e r c e iv e d  th a t  t r u s t e e s  and  a d m in is t r a to r s  made th e se  d e c is io n s , w h ile  
o n ly  6 p e rc e n t  o f  f a c u l t y  and a d m in is t r a to r s  a g ree d . By c o n t r a s t ,  a  
t e n th  o f  f a c u l t y  an d  a d m in i s t r a to r s ,  and a  f i f t h  o f t ru s te e s  p e rc e iv e d  
t h a t  a l l  f o u r  g ro u p s  sh a re d  th s g e  d e c is io n s .  None o f th e  s tu d e n ts  
a g re e d  w ith  t h i s  a s se s sm e n t ( s e e  T able 6 ) ,
Q u es tio n  20 i C r e d i t  and  C ourse D is t r ib u t io n  Requirem ents f o r  
G ra d u a tio n * The f i n a l  q u e s t io n  i n  t h i s  c a te g o ry  th a t  was s ig n i f ic a n t  
was ite m  tw en ty . O ver two f i f t h s  o f th e  sam ple s a id  th a t  a d m in is tr a to rs  
an d  f a c u l t y  make th e s e  d e c i s io n s .  About 16 p e rc e n t s a id  the f a c u l ty  
d e c id e d ,  and  lij.O  p e r c e n t  s a id  t r u s t e e s ,  a d m in is t r a to r s  and f a c u l ty  a l l
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th r e e  p a r t i c i p a t e d .  The l a r g e s t  segm ent o f  th e  t r u s t e e  sam ple (1*1,9%) 
s a id  t h a t  a d m in is t r a to r s  an d  f a c u l t y  made th e s e  d e c i s io n s .  S im ila r ly ,  
s u b s ta n t i a l  num bers o f  a d m in i s t r a to r s  (1*1.5!#) f a c u l t y  (50.0%) 
a g re e d  w ith  t h i s  p e r c e p t io n ;  b u t th e  p e rc e n ta g e  o f s tu d e n ts  answ ering  
t h i s  way dropped to  3^.1* p e r c e n t .  By f a r  a  l a r g e r  p e rc e n ta g e  of 
s tu d e n ts  ( 31 . 3%) th a n  t r u s t e e s  (7 .0 % ), a d m in is t r a to r s  ( l .9 % ), o r 
f a c u l ty  (10,9% ) p e rc e iv e d  t h a t  a d m in i s t r a to r s  made th e s e  d e c is io n s  
( s e e  T able  6 ) .
D ec is io n s  P erta in in g  to  Governance
The f i f t h  category  o f  d e c is io n s  concerned governance per bo.
Two o f th e  th re e  item s  i n  t h i s  c a te g o ry  in d ic a te d  t h a t  c o n s t i tu e n c ie s  
h e ld  d i f f e r e n t  p e rc e p t io n s  o f  c u r r e n t  d e c is io n s .  I te m  tw enty-tw o, 
s e le c t io n  o f  m em bership i n  cam pus-w ide co m m ittees , an d  item  tw enty- 
th r e e ,  d e te rm in a tio n  o f  m em bership i n  o o l le g e  o r u n iv e r s i t y  s e n a te s , 
w ere s ig n i f i c a n t  a t  th e  0 .0 5  l e v e l  o r  b e t t e r .  The o n ly  q u e s tio n  w hich 
d id  no t r e v e a l  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  o f  p e r c e p t io n s  was number tw en ty - 
o n e , s e le c t io n  o f  membership i n  d e p a r tm e n ta l  com m ittees ( s e e  Table 5 ) .
P ercep tio n s con cern in g  the s e le c t io n  o f  membership in  campus-wide 
com m ittees d if fe r e d  s ig n i f ic a n t ly  a t  th e  O.QOOl* l e v e l .  The Chi-square 
was 3$*205M^ w ith  12 d f, The s tr e n g th  o f  t h i s  C hi-square was q u estion ­
a b le ,  fo r  the Cramer’ s V was 0 ,1 6 . However, knowing e ith e r  the con­
s t itu e n c y  or the answer improved o n e 's  a b i l i t y  to  p r e d ic t  the other by 
0 percent accord ing to the Symmetric Lambda. So, th e  r e s u lt s  seemed 
s u f f i c i e n t ly  d i f f e r e n t  ( s e e  Table 5)>
P ercep tion s o f  which groups determ ine membership in  the c o lle g e  
or u n iv e r s ity  se n a te  d if f e r e d  very  s tr o n g ly . Hie C hi-square o f 60.61*221 
w as s ig n if ic a n t  a t  the 0 .0 0 0 0  le v e l  w ith  9 d f .  The Cramer’s  V o f 0,1*1
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in d ic a te d  th a t  th e  d if f e r e n o e e  w ere v e ry  s tro n g .  S u p p o rtin g  t h i s  
s t r e n g th  was a  very  good p e rc e n ta g e  o f  im provem ent in  p r e d io t iv e  a b i l ­
i t y  a s  in d ic a te d  by a  Sym m etric Lambda o f  0 .1 5  ( s e e  T ab le  5 ) .
Q uestion  22: S e le c t io n  o f  Membership i n  Campus-wide Com m ittees.
The l a r g e s t  p o r t io n  o f  t r u s t e e s  (3U.1%) s a id  t h a t  a d m in is t r a to r s ,  
f a c u l ty  and s tu d e n ts  d e te rm in e  th a  m em bership o f  cam pus-wide commit­
t e e s .  O n e-fo u rth  o f a d m in is t r a to r s  a g re e d  w ith  t h i s  p e r c e p t io n ,  w h ile  
o n ly  o n e - ta n th  o f  f a c u l ty  and s tu d e n ts  a g re e d . The l a r g e s t  segment o f 
a d m in is t r a to r s  ( 2 0 ,B%) p e rc e iv e d  th a t  a d m in is t r a to r s  and  f a o u l ty  d e te r ­
mined t h i s  membership. O n e -fo u r th  o f  t r u s t e e s ,  a  t h i r d  o f  f a c u l ty  and 
more th a n  a t h i r d  o f s tu d e n ts  h e ld  t h i s  p e r c e p t io n .  Over a  fo u r th  o f 
f a o u l ty  b e lie v e d  th a t  f a c u l ty  d e te rm in ed  t h i s  m em bership, w h ile  o n ly  
1 1 . i* p e rc e n t o f  t r u s t e e s ,  7-7  p e rc e n t  o f  a d m in i s t r a to r s ,  and 3*1 p e rc e n t 
o f  s tu d e n ts  m arked th e  same re sp o n s e  ( s e e  T ab le  6 ) .
Q uestion  £3; D e te rm in a tio n  o f  M embership i n  th e  C ollege o r  
U n iv e r s i ty  S e n a te . Almost h a l f  (1*6.2%) o f  th e  t o t a l  sam ple s a id  th a t  
f a c u l t y  d e te rm in e  sen a te  m em bership. T w o -f if th s  o f  t r u s t e e s ,  o n e -h a lf  
o f  a d m in is t r a to r s ,  and a lm o st tw o - th ird s  o f  f a o u l ty  p e rc e iv e d  f a c u l ty  
a s  making th e se  d e te rm in a tio n s . S tu d e n ts  d is a g re e d  w ith  t h i s  p e rc e p ­
t i o n ,  f o r  on ly  £ .9  p e rc e n t m arked t h i s  re sp o n s e  (see  T a b le  6 ) .
D e c is io n s  P e r ta in in g  to  S tu d e n ts
The s ix th  c a teg o ry  o f  d e c is io n s  p e r ta in e d  to  s tu d e n ts ,  and  th e  
r e s u l t s  o f  f iv e  o f  th e  seven q u e s tio n s  w ere found to  h av e  s ig n i f i c a n t  
d i f f e r e n c e s .  The two item s t h a t  showed no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  were 
number tw e n ty -fo u r , s tu d e n t p u b l ic a t io n s ,  and  number tw e n ty -e ig h t ,  non­
academ ic d i s c ip l in e  (se e  T ab le  5 ) ’
S ig n i f ic a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  w ere o b ta in e d , how ever, f o r  p e rc e p tio n s
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co n c e rn in g  who makes d e c is io n s  r e l a t i n g  to  re s id e n o e  h a l l  l iv in g  (num­
b e r  tw e n ty - f iv e ) .  H ie C h i-sq u a re  f o r  t h i s  Item  was 3 7 -^ 0 5 7 . I t  v*0 
s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  th e  0 ,0002 le v e l  and had  12 d f ,  Hie s t r e n g th  o f  th ia  
C h i-sq u a re  was s u b s t a n t i a l  ao o o rd in g  to  th e  C ram er's  V o f  0 ,2 6 . P red ic ­
t i v e  a b i l i t y  was im proved by 9 p e ro e n t a s  shown by th e  Symmetric Lambda 
( s e e  Table 5)»
Q u estio n  tw e n ty -s ix  a sk ed  f o r  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  who c u r re n t ly  makes 
d e c is io n s  a b o u t whioh sp e a k e rs  and l e c t u r e r s  to  i n v i t e  to  campus. The 
s ig n i f ic a n c e  le v e l  o f  0,01*51+ was o b ta in e d  f o r  th e  C h i-square  o f  17.21609 
w ith  9 d f .  C ram er's  V in d ic a te d  th a t  th e  s t r e n g th  o f  th e  C h i-squars  
was n o t a s  g r e a t  a e  was d e s ir e d ,  f o r  th e  V was two p o in ts  below th e  
p r e f e r r e d  l e v e l  o f  0 .2 0 . However, th e  Symmetric Lambda in d ic a te d  th a t  
p r e d ic t iv e  a b i l i t y  was im proved by 5 p e rc e n t when e i t h e r  th e  c o n s t i tu ­
ency o r  th e  answ er was known* T h is  would ten d  to  in d ic a te  t h a t  th e  d i f ­
fe re n c e s  w ere s u b s t a n t i a l  enough to  r e ly  upon ( s e e  T able 5 ).
Agreement seemed la c k in g  among c o n s t i tu e n c ie s ' p e rc e p tio n  of who 
makes d e c is io n s  ab o u t academ io d i s c i p l i n e ,  A s ig n if ic a n c e  le v e l  of 
0 .0156  was o b ta in e d  f o r  th e  C h i-sq u a re  o f  20*3931+2 w ith  9 d f . Hie 
s tr e n g th  o f  t h i s  C h i-sq u a re  was s u f f i c i e n t  a s  seen  by th e  C ram er's V 
o f  0 .2 0 , A v e ry  good im provem ent in  p r e d io t iv e  a b i l i t y  when e i th e r  
c o n s t i tu e n c y  o r  answ er was o b ta in e d  was shown by the Symmetric Lambda 
o f  0 ,1 0  ( s e a  Table 5)*
A 10-p aresn t improvement in  p r e d ic t iv e  a b i l i t y  was a lso  in d icated  
by the lambda fo r  item  tw en ty -n in e , d e c is io n s  p er ta in in g  to a t h le t ic s .  
The C hi-square o f  27.07382 was s ig n i f ic a n t  a t  the 0,0281 le v e l w ith 15 
d f . The d if fe r e n o e s  were stro n g  as in d ic a te d  by the Cramer’ s V o f  0,23* 
Hie f in a l  item  th at was te s te d  under h yp oth esis  one was number
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t h i r t y  on th e  q u e s tio n n a ire  which d e a l t  w ith  s e l e c t i o n  o f s tu d e n t  
r e p re s e n ta t iv e s  to  d e p a r tm e n ta l ,  s e n a te ,  o r  cam pus-w ide com m ittees, 
C o n s t i tu e n c ie s ’ p e r c e p t io n s  d i f f e r e d  a t  th e  0 ,0 1 5 2  l e v e l .  H ie C hi- 
sq u a re  was 29.101B7 w ith  15 d f .  A ccord ing  to  th e  C ra m e r 's  V 0 ,2 6 ,  
th e  s tre n g th  o f th e  d i f f e r e n c e s  was good. T h is  f in d in g  was su p p o rte d  
by a  Symmetric Lambda o f  0 ,0 8  ( se e  T a b le  5)*
Q uestion 2$ i  R esid en ce  H a ll L iv in g . Q u e s tio n  tw e n ty - f iv e  asked  
f o r  p e rc e p tio n s  ab o u t r e s id e n c e  h a l l  l i v i n g ,  Hie l a r g e s t  segm ent o f  
b o th  fa o u lty  (50*0%) and s tu d e n ts  (1*0.1|%) h e ld  t h a t  a d m in is t r a to r s  
a lo n e  made d e c is io n s  p e r t a in in g  to  t h i s  a re a .  IV e n ty -n in e  p e rc e n t  o f 
a d m in is tr a to rs  ag reed  w ith  t h i s  v iew , b u t a n o th e r  2 5 p e rc e n t  o f  ad ­
m in is t r a to r s  s a id  s tu d e n ts  sh a re  th e s e  d e c is io n s  w i th  a d m in is t r a to r s .  
O ver o n e - th ird  o f  t r u s t e e s  p e rc e iv e d  t h a t  a d m in i s t r a to r s  and s tu d e n ts  
sh a re d  th e se  d e c is io n s ,  w h ile  th e  f a c u l t y  p e rc e n ta g e  d ropped  t o  22 .7  
p e r c e n t ,  and th e  s tu d e n t  p o r t io n  was o n ly  12 ,9  p e r c e n t .  A s i x t h  o f  
th e  a d m in is tra to rs  in d ic a te d  th a t  f a c u l t y  a s  w e ll  aa  a d m in is t r a to r s  
and  s tu d e n ts  p a r t i c ip a te d  i n  r e s id e n c e  h a l l  l i v i n g  d e c is io n s ,  b u t o n ly  
8 p e rc e n t o f  t r u s t e e s ,  2 p e rc e n t  o f  f a o u l ty ,  and  0 .0  p e rc e n t  o f  s tu ­
d e n ts  agreed (see  T ab le  6 ) .
Question 26 ; S p eak e rs  and L e c tu re r s  to  be I n v i t e d  to  Camuus.
W ith reg a rd  to i n v i t i n g  s p e a k e rs  and  l e c t u r e r s  to  cam pus, a lm o s t two- 
f i f t h s  o f th e  sample s a id  t h a t  a d m in is t r a to r s ,  f a c u l t y ,  and s tu d e n ts  
a l l  p a r t ic ip a te  in  t h e i r  s e le c t io n .  H a lf  o f  th e  t r u s t e e s  and  o v e r  one- 
t h i r d  of a d m in is t r a to r s  and  f a c u l ty  a g re e d  w ith  t h i s  v iew , w h ile  on ly  
a  fo u r th  o f s tu d e n ts  p e rc e iv e d  c u r r e n t  p r a c t i c e  i n  t h i s  way* Abso­
lu t e l y  none of th e  t r u s t e e s  marked th e  re sp o n s e , f a c u l t y / s t u d e n t ,  w h ile  
o n e - f i f t h  o f th e  o th e r  th r e e  groups ohose t h i s  a n sw e r . The r e s p o n s e t
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sh a re d , was marked by abou t o n e - f i f t h  o f  a l l  g ro u p s  ex cep t s tu d e n ts  
who a l lo c a te d  i t  o n e -e ig h th  o f  t h e i r  su p p o rt ( s e e  T ab le  6 ) .
Q uestion  271 Academic P le a I n l in o . He s u i t s  p e r t a in in g  to  academ ic 
d i s c ip l in e  a l s o  d i f f e r e d  s ig n i f i c a n t l y ,  A t h i r d  o f  th e  answ ers f e l l  to  
th e  re sp o n se , a d m in is t r a to r / f a c u l ty / s tu d e n t .  The l a r g e s t  g ro u p  p e rc e n ­
ta g e  f o r  t h i s  response  waa th a t  o f  a d m in is t r a to r s  w ith  1+6.2 p e rc e n t 
s e le c t in g  t h i s  answ er. A th i r d  o f  t r u s t e e s ,  and  a  l i t t l e  o v e r  a  f o u r th  
o f  f a c u l ty  and s tu d e n ts  co n cu rred . A nother t h i r d  o f  t r u s t e e s  (32.6% ) 
s e le c te d  th e  answer sh a re d  d ec is io n -m ak in g , b u t th e y  w ere th e  o n ly  con­
s t i tu e n c y  th a t  vo ted  so h e a v ily  f o r  t h i s  re sp o n s e . The o th e r  th re e  
p e rc e n tag es  f e l l  a t  a b o u t 13 p e rc e n t  (se e  Table 6 ) .
Q uestion  29i A t h l e t i c s . P e rc e p tio n s  o f  d e c is io n s  p e r t a in in g  to  
a t h l e t i c s  w ere more w id e ly  s c a t te r e d  th an  most o f  th e  o th e r  r e s u l t s .  
T w en ty -eigh t p e rc e n t o f  th e  t o t a l  sample marked a d m in is t r a to r ,  21 .1  p e r ­
c e n t w ers c la s s e d  as o th e r ,  10.1 p e rc e n t  marked t r u s t e e / a d m i n i s t r a t o r ,  
13.5  p e rc e n t marked sh a re d , 9 .9  p e rc e n t  marked t r u s t e e / a d m i n i s t r a t o r /  
f a c u l ty ,  and 9.1* p a rc e n t  chose a d m in i s t r a to r / ! a c u i ty .  A f o u r th  o f  
t r u s t e e s  p e rc e iv e d  th a t  d e c is io n s  p e r ta in in g  to  a t h l e t i c s  w ere sh a red  
by a l l  fo u r  g ro u p s. About o n e -e le v e n th  o f  a d m in is t r a to r s  and f a c u l ty  
had th e  same p e rc e p tio n , b u t only  3 .1  p e ro e n t o f  s tu d e n ts  a g re e d  w ith  
t h i s  view . Hie l a r g e s t  p o r tio n  o f  f a c u l ty  (37.0% ) and  o f  a d m in is t r a ­
to r s  ( 30 .0%) p e rc e iv ed  th a t  a d m in is t r a to r s  made a t h l e t i c  d e c is io n s ,  
w h ile  th e  l a r g e s t  p a r t  o f  s tu d e n ts  (1+3.8%) in d ic a te d  t h a t  t r u s t e e s  and 
a d m in is t r a to r s  share  th e s e  d e c is io n s  (se e  Table 6 ) .
Q uest io n  30+ S e le c t io n  o f  S tu d e n t H e p re se n tf ltiv e s  to  Departm en­
t a l ,  Campus-wide or S en a te  Com m ittees. P e ro o p tio n s  a l s o  c la s h e d  w ith  
re g a rd  to  w hich groups s e l e c t  s tu d e n t  r e p r e s e n ta t iv e s  to  v a r io u s
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co m m ittees. The re sp o n se  w ith  th e  l a r g e s t  p e rc e n ta g e  o f  answ ers was 
a d m in i s t r a to r / ! a c u i ty / s tu d e n t .  However, on ly  9 .1  p e rc e n t  o f  s tu d e n ts  
chose t h i s  answ er, w h ile  3$*6  p e r c e n t  o f  f a c u l ty  d id  so . Only ^*5 p e r ­
c e n t o f  s tu d e n ts  marked th e  re sp o n s e , s tu d e n t \ ap p ro x im a te ly  a fo u r th  
o f  th e  o th e r  th re e  c o n s t i tu e n c ie s  s e le c te d  t h i s  answ er.
Summary
When th e  r e s u l t s  f o r  th e  t h i r t y  s e p a ra te  item s th a t  concerned  
h y p o th e s is  one were t e s t e d ,  tw en ty -one  o f  th e  a n a ly s e s  y ie ld e d  s i g n i f i ­
c a n t d i f f e r e n c e s  betw een p e rc e p tio n s  o f  c o n s t i tu e n c ie s .  These tw en ty - 
one C h i-sq u a re s  were s ig n i f i c a n t  a t  th e  0 .0 £  le v e l  o r  b e t t e r ;  and 
C ram er's  V 's  and Symmetric Lambdas con firm ed  th e  s t r e n g th  o f  th e  d i f ­
fe re n c e s  betw een g ro u p s , T h e re fo re , th e  h y p o th e s is  was confirm ed  in  
o v e r  tw o - th ird s  o f  th e  t e s t e  and  r e j e c t e d  in  o n e - th ird  o f  th e  c a s e s . 
C o n s t i tu e n c ie s 1 p e rc e p tio n s  o f  which groups c u r r e n t ly  make d e c is io n s  on 
campus d i f f e r e d  in  r e l a t i o n  to  th e  d e c is io n -m a k in g  a r e a  under q u e s tio n . 
C o n s ti tu e n c ie s  do n o t p e ro e iv e  t h a t  th e  same groups p a r t i c i p a t e  in  a l l  
a r e a s  o f  d eo isio n -m ak in g - R a th e r , th e  p a r t i c ip a t i n g  groups w ere seen 
to  s h i f t  w ith  th e  a r e a  u n d er ex am in a tio n .
H ypothesis Two
The second h y p o th e s is  s t a t e d  t h a t  th e  re sp o n se s  o f  th e  fo u r  con­
s t i t u e n c i e s  would d i f f e r  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  re g a rd in g  th e  a r e a s  o f  d e c is io n ­
making p r e f e r r e d  f o r  each  g roup . P a r t i c i p a n t s ’ re sp o n se s  w ere compared 
on each o f  th e  t h i r t y  d ec is io n -m a k in g  a re a s  l i s t e d  on th e  q u e s t io n n a ir e .  
S even teen  o f  the t h i r t y  C h i-sq u a re s  r e q u ire d  to  t e s t  t h i s  h y p o th e s is  
w ere s ig n i f i c a n t  a t  th e  0 ,0 $  le v e l  o r  b e t t e r .
D e c is io n s  P e r ta in in g  to  F inance  and P la n t
C o n s ti tu e n c ie s  p r e f e r r e d  s ig n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  governance groups
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In  th re e  o f  th e  f iv e  decis ion -m ak ing  a r e a s  th a t  w ere c a te g o r iz e d  under 
th e  h ead in g  o f  f in a n ce  and  p la n t .  Item s two and th r e e ,  lo n g -ra n g e  bud­
g e ta ry  p la n n in g , and in v estm en t o f th e  endowment and o th e r  p r iv a te  fu n d s , 
d id  n o t show s t a t i s t i c a l  d if fe re n c e s  among th e  re sp o n se s  o f  th e  c o n s t i ­
tu e n c ie s .  However, p re fe re n c e s  did  d i f f e r  s i g n i f i c a n t ly  w i th  re g a rd  
to  s h o r t- r a n g e  b u d g e ta ry  p lann ing , c o n s tru c t io n  and r e n o v a tio n  o f  aca ­
demic and  non-academ ic b u ild in g s ,  and fund r a i s in g  (se e  T a b le  7 ) .
With re g a rd  to  s h o rt- ra n g e  b u d g e ta ry  p la n n in g , p r e f e r r e d  p r a c t i c e  
re sp o n se s  d i f f e r e d  a t  th e  0.0000 le v e l  o f  s ig n i f ic a n c e  f o r  th e  C hi- 
square o f 66,5302/+ w ith  15 d f . A C ram er's  V o f  Q.36  i n d ic a te d  th a t  
t h i s  C h i-sq u a re  was v ery  s tro n g , and th e  Symmetric Lambda o f  O.lB v e ry  
h ig h ly  s u p p o r ts  t h i s  in d ic a t io n ,  fo r  a n  IB p e rc e n t im provem ent in  p re ­
d ic t iv e  a b i l i t y  i s  e x c e l le n t .
Hie f in d in g s  f o r  item  fou r, c o n s tru c t io n  and r e n o v a t io n  o f  ao a -  
demio and  non-academ io b u ild in g s  were a ls o  v ery  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i ­
c a n t. The C h i-sq u are  was 3/4.1+6968 which was s ig n i f i c a n t  a t  th e  0,0006 
le v e l  w ith  12 d f .  The C ram er's V o f 0 .2 6  in d ic a te d  th a t  th e  C h i-sq u are  
was s tro n g ,  and  th e  Symmetric Lambda in d ic a te d  th a t  knowing e i t h e r  the  
c o n s ti tu e n c y  o r  th e  answ er would in c re a s e  th e  l ik e l ih o o d  o f  c o r r e c t ly  
p r e d ic t in g  th e  o th e r  by 12 p ercen t. T h is  i s  a s u b s t a n t i a l  in c r e a s e .
The f i n a l  s ig n i f i c a n t  item  under th e  c a te g o ry  o f  f in a n c e  and p la n t  
was number f i v e ,  f u n d - r a is in g .  The C h i-sq u a re  o f  29.2737/; wslb s i g n i f i ­
can t a t  th e  0 .0036 le v e l  w ith  12 d f . The C ram er's  V o f  0.2Z+ su p p o rted  
th e  s t r e n g th  o f  th e  d i f f e r e n c e .  P re d ic tiv e  a b i l i t y  was in c r e a s e d  by 11 
p e rc e n t a c c o rd in g  to  th e  symmetric Lambda, A ll o f  th e s e  s t a t i s t i c a l  
f in d in g s  su p p o rt th e  in t e r p r e ta t io n  th a t  th e  c o n s t i t u e n c i e s 1 p re fe re n c e s  
w ere d i s t i n c t l y  d i f f e r e n t  reg ard in g  th e s e  th re e  governance a r e a s  (se e  
Table 7 ) .
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Table 7
C hi-Squareb» C ram er's  V’ e t and Symmetric Lambdas f o r  th e
C o n s ti tu e n c ie s ' P re fe r re d  Governance P r a c t ic e s
Q uestion C hi-Square
Degrees o f 
Freedom S ig n if ic a n c e
Cram er1s 
V
Sym m etric
Lambda
1 66.53021* 15 *0 .0000 0.35801+ O.102B2
2 114.33211 9 U.S.
3 15.52780 12 n . s .
1+ 3U.li698B 12 *0.0006 0,25998 0 .11556
5 29.27371+ 12 *0.0036 0,21+100 0.10762
6 1+3.17081 12 *0.0000 0.29091* 0 .13169
7 37.00569 12 *0.0002 0,26887 0 .09717
8 28.63385 15 *0.0179 0,23626 O.O8678
9 9.1+5636 9 n . s .
10 22.12592 9 *0.0085 0,20760 0 .05263
l i 57.72577 9 *0,0000 0.3381*3 0.1721*1
12 25.1+01+51 12 *0 ,0130 0,22385 0,0971+6
13 39.1861*3 12 *0.0001 0.27801 0 ,15760
11+ 1+. 373UO 6 n , s .
i5 7.23906 12 n .  b.
16 29,70981* 12 *0.0031 0,23995 0 .05909
17 18,W *00 9 *0.0301* 0,18961 0 .07522
18 28,65363 12 *0.001+1* 0,23631* 0 .11789
19 17.50067 12 « . e .
20 22.30783 15 n .e .
21 21.12332 12 *0.01+86 0,201+72 0.06926
22 36.91*603 12 *0.0002 0,26995 G.11811*
23 77.9071*1 12 *0.0000 0 . 1*7315 0,261+29
2k 17.13052 12 n .  s .
2? 10.1+0167 9 n .B ,
B6 16.1+8158 9 n . a .
27 8.1+1+067 9 n . s .
25 27.19910 15 *0,0272 0.23512 0 , 0660I+
29 8.1+3657 9 n . s .
30 16.01+71*9 12 n . s .
*P < .05
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Q u estio n  h  S h o r t- ra n g e  B udgetary  P la n n in g , 'Hie l a r g e s t  segment 
o f  th e  t o t a l  sam ple (23.1% ) p r e f e r r e d  th a t  t r u s te e s *  a d m in is tr a to rs *  
and f a c u l ty  s h a re  s h o r t- ra n g e  b u d g e ta ry  p la n n in g  d e c is io n s ,  T h is  group 
re p re s e n te d  ab o u t a  f o u r th  o f  th e  a d m in is t r a to r s  an d  fa c u lty *  a  f i f t h  
o f  th e  s tu d e n ts i  and a  sev en th  o f  th e  t r u s t e e s .  A muoh l a r g e r  p o r t io n  
o f  th e  t r u s t e e s  (53*7%) p r e f e r r e d  to  exclude f a c u l ty  and le a v e  s h o r t -  
range b u d g e ta ry  p la n n in g  to  th e  b o ard s  and a d m in is t r a to r s .  About 17 
p e rc e n t o f  t r u s t e e s  p r e f e r r e d  to  le a v e  such d e c is io n s  to  a d m in is t r a to r s  
on ly . About o n e - fo u r th  o f  a d m in is t r a to r s  and  f a c u l t y  ag re ed  w ith  t h i s  
view, w h ile  on ly  3 p e rc e n t  o f  s tu d e n ts  d id  s o .  The l a r g e s t  segment o f 
s tu d e n ts  (33*3%) p r e f e r r e d  t h a t  a l l  fo u r  g ro u p s  s h a re  th e se  d e c is io n s .  
O ne-fou rth  o f  a d m in is t r a to r s ,  and  a  s ix th  o f  t r u s t e e s  marked th e  sh a red  
re sp o n se , b u t o n ly  o n e - tw e lf th  o f  f a c u l ty  chose fo u r-g ro u p  s h a r in g  ( s e e  
Table 8 ) .
s t l o n  1++ C o n s tru c t io n  and H en o v a ticn . I n  th e  a r e a  o f  con­
s t r u c t io n  and re n o v a t io n ,  a  p l u r a l i t y  o f  th e  sam ple (37*6%) in d ic a te d  
th a t  a l l  fo u r  g ro u p s sh o u ld  p a r t i c i p a t e ,  H ie l a r g e s t  p o r t io n  o f  t r u s ­
te e s  (39-0%)* a d m in is t r a to r s  {1+3*1%), and s tu d e n ts  (5l<9%) p r e f e r r e d  
fo u r-g ro u p  s h a r in g .  However* on ly  2 0 .0  p e rc e n t  o f  f a c u l ty  chose t h i s  
response* and tw ic e  a s  many f a c u l ty  (1+0,0%) p r e f e r r e d  f o r  s tu d e n ts  to  
be exc luded  from  th e  d e c is io n -m a k in g , A s u b s t a n t i a l  number o f  t r u s t e e s  
(31-7%) p r e f e r r e d  to  l i m i t  th e s e  d e c is io n s  to  t r u s t e e s  and a d m in is t r a ­
to rs*  and ftom  15 to  20 p e rc e n t  o f  th e  o th e r  g ro u p h ag reed  w ith  them 
(se e  T able 8 ) ,
Q uest io n  .5* F u n d - r a is in g , A gain, th e  l a r g e s t  b lock  o f  th e  sam­
p le  (36.9% ) chose sh a re d  d ec is io n -m ak in g , and th e  l a r g e s t  p o r t io n  o f  
t r u s t e e s  (i+G.0%), a d m in is t r a to r s  (1+7*9%), and s tu d e n ts  (39*1+%) answ ered
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Table 3
P re fe r r e d  P ra c t ic e  Response P e rc e n ta g e s  o f the  
T o ta l Sample and by C o n s titu en cy
P ercen t
Q uestion T ru s te e AdminiB t r a t o r F a c u lty S tudent o f  Tot(
1 Adm. 17 .1 21*. 5 23-9 3 .0 18.9
3h. P. 7 .3 21*. 5 8 .7 33.3 17.9
T r. Adm, 53*7 5.7 1 0 .9 9 .1 19.1
Ad. Fa. 2 . 1* 13 .2 2 6 .1 18,2 15.0
T-A-7 11*. 6 26 . 1* 2 0 .3 21,2 23.1
O ther 1+-9 5.7 2 .2 15.2 6 , 1*
2 Sh. S. ll*. 6 3 l*.6 15 .6 3l*.U 2U,7
T r. Ad. 1*3.9 23 .1 2i*.l* 21.9 28.2
T-A-F 19 .5 23.1 2 6 ,7 25.0 £3.5
O ther 22.0 19 .2 33-3 18.0 £3.5
3 I* . 21,6 21 .3 3 1 .1 30.3 £5.9
Ad, 2.7 il*.9 11.1 9 .1 9,9
Sh, P. 16 ,2 a . 5 1 1 .1 15.2 12.3
T r. Ad. 56.8 1*6.9 3 5 -6 £7.3 1*2.0
O ther 2 .7 6 , 1* 1 1 .1 10.2 9.3
1* Ad. 1**9 9.6 1 3 .3 12.1 10.0
Sh, D, 3 9 .0 1*3.1 2 0 .0 51*5 37*6
T r. Ad. 31 .7 15 .7 2 0 .0 15.2 20,0
T-A-F 1 9 .5 13 .7 1+0 . 0 0 ,0 19.1*
O ther 1+.9 17 .6 6 .7 21.2 12 , 1*
5 Ad. 2 .5 7 .3 1 1 . 1* i5 .£ 6.9
Sh. D. 1*0 .0 1*7.1 2 0 ,5 39.1* 36.9
T r. Ad, 3 2 .5 29.1* 1*3.2 21*. 2 32.7
T-A-F 17 .5 l i . a 2 .3 0 .0 6.3
O ther 7 .5 3 .9 22 ,7 21.2 13.1
6 Sh, P. 19-5 23 .5 15 .6 30.3 21.6
Ad. Fa, 111.6 33 .3 3 7 .6 10,2 27.1
T-A-F 1*6.3 11.8 20 .0 0 ,0 20.0
A-F-S 0 .0 13.7 6 .9 27.3 11.6
O ther 19 .5 17 .0 1 7 .8 21*. 2 19*1+
7 Sh. D, 12.2 17.6 2 3 .9 21*. 2 19.3
Ad. Fa, 12.2 2 5 .5 2 8 .3 12,1 20.5
T-A-F 1*3-9 £ 3 .5 17.1* 0 .0 22.2
A-F-S 2 . 1* 15 .7 6 .5 27,3 12.3
O ther 29 .3 17.6 £3-9 36,1* 25.7
Table 8 —  Continued
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P e rc e n t
Q uestion  T ru s te e  A d m in is tra to r  F ao u lty  S tu d en t o f  T o ta l
Ad. 1U .3 22.0 28.3 15.2 20 .5
Sh. D, 9 .5 B.O 15*2 lf l.2 12 .3
T r. Ad. 1*7-& 30.0 17.1* 21.2 29*2
Ad. Fa. 0 .0 21*. 0 17.1* 9-1 1 3 .5
T-A-F 21.1* ll*,0 17.1* 21*. 2 18 .7
O ther 7 -1 2 ,0 1*.3 12 .1 5.B
Ad. 3 1 .0 17.6 11.1 2 1 .2 19*9
Ad. Fa. 1*0.5 1*7.1 55,6 1*5.5 1*7*1*
T-A-F 11**3 l i . a 6 ,7 6 ,1 9*9
O ther 11**3 23.5 26.7 27 .3 22.8
Ad. 33*3 23.5 l i . l 6 .1 19*3
Fa. 11*9 15-7 26.7 21*. 2 19*3
Ad. Fa, 1*5*2 51.0 53-3 39.1+ 1*8.0
O ther 9-5 9.B 8.9 30.3 13-5
T r. 5 2 .5 5 .6 1+.7 15*2 18 .5
Sh. P. 35*0 67.3 53-5 27*3 1*8.2
T-A-F 7 ,5 15 . 1* 20.9 21.2 16 ,1
O ther 5*o 11.5 20.9 36.1* 17 ,3
Sh. P. 12 .5 1*6.2 29*5 21*. 2 2 9 ,6
T r. Ad. 25.0 11.5 2 .3 9*1 1 1 .8
Ad. Fa, 1 2 .5 17.3 20.5 15.2 1 6 .6
T-A-F 20.0 9.6 22.7 10.2 17.2
O ther 30 .0 15, 1* 25.0 33 .3 21*. 9
Ad. 39 .0 11*. 0 35.6 15.2 26.0
Sh. D. 17,1 i*!+.o 28 .9 15.2 27.8
T r. Ad, 22 .0 l*.o 1**1* 12.1 10,1
A-F-S 1**9 18.0 2.2 21.2 11.2
O ther 17 .1 20.0 20.9 36.1* 21*. 9
Ad, Fa, 5 2 .9 68.0 70.8 60 .0 6 3 .6
T-A-F 17*6 20.0 12,5 10.0 17.2
O ther 29.1* 12.0 16.7 12,5 19.2
Sh, D, 12 .2 15.7 11*. 9 18 .2 15*1
Ad. Fa. 1*1.5 39 .2 29,8 36.1* 3 6 ,6
T-A-F 12,2 15-7 10.6 15.2 13*1*
A-F-S 1+.9 13.7 12,8 19.1 10 .5
O ther 29 .3 15.7 31-9 21.2 21*. 1*
Table B — Continued
70
P e rc e n t
Q u es tio n T ru e tee A d m in is tra to r F a c u lty S tu d en t o f  Tot+
16 Sh. D. 1+7.5 1*6 .2 29*8 1+5.5 1+1.9
Ad. F. 10,0 l $ . h 2 1 .3 13 . 1+ 13.1+
T-A-F 30 .0 19.2 1 9 a 18,6 16,6
A-F-S 5 .0 1 3 .5 8 .5 12.8 12.8
O th er 7 .5 5 .8 2 1 .3 13-1+ 13.1+
17 Sh. D. 27 .5 32.7 23.1+ 1+3.0 31 .0
Ad. Fa. 5 ,0 13.5 1 7 .0 12.5 12.3
T-A-F 5 0 .0 I+1+.2 3 6 .2 1 2 .5 37.1+
O ther 17 .5 9 .6 2 3 . h 3 1 .3 19 .3
10 F ac. 2 2 .5 15,7 3 1 .9 6 .1 19 .9
Sh. D. 1 5 .0 17.6 11*.9 21+.2 17*5
Ad. Fa. 3 7 .5 2 9 .4 2 7 .7 6 a 26 .3
A-F-S 1 7 .5 1 9 .6 17-0 1+8,5 21+, 0
O th er 7 .5 17 .6 8 .5 15.2 12 .3
19 Sh. S. 25 .0 27 .5 2 2 .2 15.2 2 3 .1
T r. Ad, 22 .5 5 .9 2 .2 12.1 1 0 .1
Ad. F. 20 .0 29,1+ 3 i a 21.2 26 .0
T-A-F 22 .5 2 3 .5 2 0 ,0 21*. 2 22 .5
O th er 10 .0 13-7 2l*.l+ 2 7 0 18 .3
20 Fa. l l*,6 1 7 .3 23-9 6 .1 16 ,3
Sh. D. 9 .8 1 9 .2 1 9 .6 12,1 15-7
Ad. F. 36 .6 3 6 .5 31+.0 27.3 31*. 3
T-A-F 19*5 1 1 .5 8 .7 9 .1 12 .2
A-F-S 12.2 15.0 8 .7 30.3 12.8
O th er 7 .3 9 .6 1+.3 15.2 8 .7
21 Fa. 3 2 .5 2 8 .6 1*2.6 28.1 3 3 .3
Sh. D, 1 2 .5 18 .I* 6.1+ 3 a 10.7
Ad. F, 3 2 .5 3 0 .6 3 6 .2 26a 32 .1
A-F-S 7 -5 18.1* 6.1* 12.5 11.3
O th er 15-0 l+ a 8 ,5 20.1 12 .5
22 FA. 5 a 8 ,0 29 .8 0 .0 11.8
Sh. D. 2 0 .5 2 0 .0 1+0 9 .1 13.6
Ad. Fa. 23a 30 .0 3 8 .3 2 7 .3 3 0 .2
A-F-S 35.9 3U.0 1 2 , e 39,1+ 29 .6
O th er 15* 1+ 8 .0 11+.9 21+, 2 11+, 8
£3 Fa. 36.1+ 1+2 .5 7UO 5-3 M+.8
Sh. D. 22.7 20.0 2 .9 10.5 13 .8
Ad. F. 13.6 17*5 11+.3 0 .0 12 .9
A-F-S 9 a 17*5 8 .6 5 .3 11,2
O th er 18.2 2*5 0 ,0 7 8 .9 1 7 .2
Tati© Q —  Continued
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Q u e s tio n T ru s te e A d m in is tra to r F aou lty S tuden t
P e rc e n t  
o f  T o ta l
21* S t . 2 .5 6 .0 22.7 27.3 13 .8
Sh, B, 35 .0 3 2 .0 25.0 21*. 2 2 9 .3
Ad. S t , 15.0 2 0 .0 13.6 10.2 1 6 .8
A-P-S 32 .5 2 0 .0 22.7 21*. 2 2 6 .9
O ther 15.0 1I+.0 15.9 6 .1 13 .2
2$  Ad. 20.6 17.1* 20 .9 12.5 1 9 .9
Sh. E, 2 2 .9 21 .7 23.3 15.6 2 1 .2
Ad, S t . 31 . U 3 2 .6 1+6.5 53 .1 1+0 - 1*
O ther 1 7 .1 20 ,3 9*3 10.8 1 8 ,6
26 Sh, D. 33 .3 3 0 .0 31-1 15.2 2 8 ,1
Fa. S t , 0 .0 2 0 .0 21*. 1+ 30.3 IB . 6
A-F-3 51 .3 1*0 .0 35 .6 36.1+ 1+0.7
O ther i5 . l t 1 0 ,0 0 .9 10.2 12 .6
27 S t. 10,3 B.O 23.9 15.2 11+.3
Sh. D. 3 5 .9 21+.0 21.7 27-3 2 6 .8
A-P-S 33-3 l+l*.0 30.1* 39.1+ 3 6 .9
O ther 20.5 21*.0 23 .9 10,2 2 2 .0
26 Ad. 2 3 .1 6 . 1* B.9 3 .0 10 . 1+
S t . 7 .7 2 .1 17.0 21.2 1 1 .6
Sh, fit 17 .9 23.1+ 11,1 15 .2 17-1
Ad. S t . 30 . B 1+2 ,6 1*2 .2 51+-5 1+2 .1
A -P-S 17-9 21 ,3 13.3 3 .0 11+.6
O ther 2 .6 1+.3 6 ,7 3 .0 1+0
29 Ad, 15 .0 0 .3 0 .9 3 .0 9 .0
Sh. D. 3 2 .5 3 1 .3 37.0 27 .3 3 2 .5
A-F-B 10.0 27.1 17.8 21,2 1 9 .3
O ther 1*2.5 33 .3 35 .6 1+8.5 3 9 .2
30 S t . 25 .7 2 5 .0 31 .7 17.9 2 5 .7
Sh. 1)« 25 .7 20 .8 12.2 28 .6 2 1 .1
F a, S t , 11.1* 6 .3 1+.9 25 .0 1 0 .5
A-P-S 20 ,0 33 .3 39 .0 21.1* 2 9 .6
O ther 17 .1 11*. 6 12 .2 7 .1 1 3 .2
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t h i s  way. The b ig g e s t  H ingis fa o u lty  response  ca teg o ry  was t r u s t e e /  
a d m in is t r a to r ,  which re c e iv ed  1+3*2 p e rc e n t .  While none o f  th e  s tu d e n ts  
and on ly  2 ,3  p e rc e n t o f  th e  fa o u lty  p r e fe r r e d  to  l im i t  p a r t i c ip a t io n  to  
t r u s t e e s ,  a d m in is t r a to r s ,  and fa o u lty , 17 .5  p e rcen t and 11.0 p e rc e n t o f  
t r u s t e e s  and a d m in is tru to re , r e s p e c t iv e ly ,  p re fe r re d  t h i s  co n fig u ra ­
t io n  ( s e e  Table 0 ) .
D ec is io n s  P e r ta in in g  to  F acu lty
P re fe r re d  p r a c t ic e  responses d i f f e r e d  on more item s in  t h i a  c a te ­
gory  th an  in  any o th e r  ca teg o ry . Pour o f  th e  f iv e  y ie ld e d  s ig n i f i c a n t  
d i f f e r e n c e s  among c o n s t i tu e n c ie s 1 re sp o n ses . Item n in e  on th e  ques­
t io n n a i r e ,  te a ch in g  lo a d , was the only  q u e s tio n  th a t  d id  not r e s u l t  in  
s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ig n i f ic a n t  d if fe re n c e s  {see Table 7)>
The q u e s tio n  o f  which groups c o n s ti tu e n c ie s  p r e f e r  to  make d e c i­
s io n s  co n cern in g  th e  prom otion o f  f a c u l ty  r e s u l te d  in  d i f f e r e n c e s  th a t  
wore s ig n i f i c a n t  a t  th e  0,0000 le v e l .  Hie C hi-square was 1*3.17001 w ith  
12 d f .  The Cramer’ s V o f  0.29 showed th a t  the d if f e re n c e s  ware s tro n g , 
Hie Symmetric Lambda a ls o  supported t h i s  co n c lu sio n , f o r  i t  in d ic a te d  
a  13 p e rc e n t improved p re d ic t iv e  a b i l i t y  when e i th e r  th e  c o n s titu e n c y  
o r  answ er was known (se e  Table 7}*
P re fe re n c e s  re g a rd in g  which groups should  be concerned  w ith  the  
g ra n tin g  o f  f a c u l ty  te n u re  d if f e re d  s ig n i f ic a n t ly  a t  th e  0,0002 le v e l .
The C h i-sq u are  f o r  number seven was 37.00569 w ith  12 d f .  O ram er's V 
in d ic a te d  th a t  th e  C hi-square  was s u b s ta n t ia l ly  s tro n g . The V was 
0.27* 5^0 Symmetric Lambda a g a in  in d ic a te d  th a t  the d i f f e r e n c e s  were
s u b s ta n t i a l ,  f o r  p r e d i c t a b i l i t y  was improved by 10 p e rc e n t (see  Table 7 ) .
Item  e ig h t ,  d e te rm in a tio n  o f  fa c u lty  s a la r i e s ,  a l s o  had a s ig n i ­
f ic a n t  C h i-sq u are , I t  was 20.63305 w ith  15 d f  and was s ig n i f i c a n t  a t
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th e  0 .0179  l e v e l .  A C ram er’ s V o f  0,2i+ and a  Symmetric Lambda, o f  0 .0 9  
s u b s ta n t i a t e  th e  s t r e n g th  o f  th e  d if fe re n o e s  ( s e e  T ab le  7 ) .
F in a lly ,  Item ten , assignm ent o f  In d iv id u a l o la s s  a s , y ie ld e d  a 
C hi-square o f  22,12592 w ith  9 d f which was s ig n i f ic a n t  a t  th e  0,0085 
l e v e l .  Although the d if fe r e n c e s  were not as aharp on t h is  item , the  
s tr e n g th  o f  th e  C hi-square was s u f f ic ie n t  as shown by a  Cramer's V o f  
0 .2 1  and a  Symmetric Lambda o f  0 ,0 5  (se e  T able 7 ) ,
q u e s tio n  61 P rom otion  o f  F a o u lty , With re g a rd  to  th e  p rom otion  
o f  f a o u l ty ,  th e  g r e a t e s t  number o f  re sp o n ses  ( 2 7 . 194) w ent to  th e  an sw er, 
a d m in i s t r a to r / f a c u l ty .  Hi i s  was th e  most p o p u la r  re sp o n se  f o r  th e  
a d m in is t r a t iv e  and f a c u l ty  g ro u p s , eaoh aw arding  i t  ab o u t o n e - th i r d  o f  
t h e i r  number. However, l e s s  th a n  a  s ix th  o f  s tu d e n ts  and t r u s t  e s s  
chose t h i s  re s p o n s e . T ru s te e s  favo red  in c lu d in g  th em selv es i n  tha d e c i ­
s io n s ,  f o r  w e ll  o v er tw o - f i f th s  o f  t h a i r  re sp o n se s  w ent to  th e  t r u s t e e /  
a d m in ip t r a to r / f a c u i ty  o p t io n .  Nope o f  th e  s tu d e n ts  s e le c te d  th e  
t r u e te e / a d m in i s t r a t o r / f a o u l t y  re sp o n se , b u t 27 ,3  p e rc e n t  o f  them 
s e le c te d  th e  a d m in i s t r a t e r / f a o u l ty / s tu d e n t  o p tio n . However, th e  l a r g ­
e s t  number o f  s tu d e n t  re sp o n se s  ( 30 . 394) w ere a l lo c a te d  to  s h a re d  
d e o is io n -m a k in g  ( s e e  T ab le  8 ) ,
Q u estio n  7i G ra n tin g  o f  F ao u lty  T enure. Whan p re fa re n o o s  ab o u t 
th e  g r a n t in g  o f  te n u re  w ere exam ined, i t  was found t h a t  th e  l a r g e s t  
p a r t  o f  th e  sam ple ( 2 2 . 254) s e le c te d  th e  t r u s t e e / a d m in i s t r a to r / f a c u l ty  
re s p o n s e . T h is  was by f a r  th e  m ost p o p u la r  answ er th a t  t r u s t e e s  gave 
{1+3 * 994)» and o n e - f i f t h  o f  th e  a d m in is t r a to r s  and  o n e - s ix th  o f  th e  
f a o u l ty  co n cu rre d  w ith  t h i s  p re fe re n c e . However, none o f  th e  s tu d e n ts  
s e le c t e d  t h i s  re sp o n s e . The l a r g e s t  p e rcen tag e  o f  th e  s tu d e n t  sample 
chose th e  r e p ly ,  a d m in is t r a to r / f a o u l ty / s tu d e n t  {27-354), A d m in is tra to rs
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an d  f a c u l t y ,  on th e  o th e r  hand , gave a p l u r a l i t y  o f t h e i r  su p p o rt to  
th e  re sp o n se  a d m i n i s t r a t o r / f a c u l t y  (se e  Table B).
Q uest Io n  fit D e te rm in a tio n  o f  F ao u lty  S a la r ie s , Where th e  d e te r ­
m in a tio n  o f  f a c u l t y  s a l a r i e s  was concerned , th e  most p o p u la r  re sp o n se  
among t r u s t e e s  an d  a d m in is t r a to r s  was t r u s te e /a d m in is t r a to r  w hich r e ­
c e iv e d  1+7.6 p e r c e n t  o f  th e  t r u s t e e  answ ers and 3°*0 p e rc e n t o f  th e  
a d m in is t r a to r s * !  F a c u l ty ,  on th e  o th e r  hand, gave a p l u r a l i t y  o f  t h e i r  
s e l e c t i o n s  (28 .3% ) to  th e  re sp o n se  o f a d m in is t r a to r .  The r e s t  o f  th e  
f a c u l t y  p r e f e r e n c e s  w ere d i s t r i b u t e d  a lm o st even ly  among th e  re sp o n se s  
s h a re d ,  t r u s t e e / a d m i n i s t r a t o r ,  a d m in is t r a to r / f a c u l ty ,  and t r u s t e e /  
a d m i n i s t r a t o r / f a c u l t y ,  S tu d e n ts  d id  n o t show an overwhelming p r e f e r ­
ence f o r  any  r e s p o n s e ,  f o r  f o u r  o f  them re c e iv e d  from n in e  to  tw enty- 
one p e rc e n t  o f  t h e  s tu d e n t  v o te .  However, th e  s tu d en t p l u r a l i t y  o f 
2i+.2 p e r c e n t  w ent t o  th e  re sp o n s e  t r u s t e e /a d m in i s t r a to r / f a c u l ty  (see  
T a b le  8 ) .
Q u e s tio n  1 0 1 A ssignm ent o f  F a c u lty  to  In d iv id u a l C la s s e s . A 
l a r g e r  p e rc e n ta g e  o f  th e  t o t a l  sam ple (1+8,0%) p re fe r re d  f o r  adm in is­
t r a t o r s  and  f a c u l t y  to  p a r t i c i p a t e  in  th e  assignm ent o f c l a s s e s .  Each 
o f  th e  c o n s t i t u e n c i e s  gave a  p l u r a l i t y  o f  t h e i r  responses to  t h i s  p re ­
f e r e n c e !  t r u s t e e s  and  s tu d e n t s ,  tw o - f i f th s ;  and a d m in is tr a to r s  and 
f a c u l t y ,  o n e - h a l f .  The second  m ost p o p u la r response among t r u s t e e s  
and  a d m in i s t r a to r s  was a d m in is t r a to r ,  The response favored  second by 
f a c u l t y  and s tu d e n t s  was f a c u l t y  ( s e e  Table 8 ) .
D e c is io n s  P e r t a in in g  to  A ppointm ent o f  F a c u lty  and A d m in is tra to rs
'fliree  o f  th e  f iv e  a re a s  d e a l in g  w ith  appointm ent o f f a c u l ty  and 
a d m in i s t r a to r s  w ere  found to  h av e  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ig n i f i c a n t  d if f e r e n c e s  
when r e s u l t s  w ere a n a ly z e d . These were item s e leven , tw e lv e , and
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th i r t e e n .  Responses d id  n o t d i f f e r  s ig n i f i c a n t ly  on item  fo u r te e n , 
s e le c t io n  of d ep artm en ta l c h a irp e rs o n s , o r  on number f i f t e e n ,  s e le c t io n  
o f  new f a o u l ty  (see  T ab le  7 )-
The C hi-square f o r  item  e le v e n , s e le c t io n  o f  th e  p r e s id e n t ,  was 
57 , 72^77 w ith  9 d f and  was s ig n i f i c a n t  a t  th e  0.0000  le v e l*  A h igh  
C ram er's V o f  0,31; in d io a te d  th a t  th e  d if f e re n c e s  were q u ite  s tro n g .
T his was s u b s ta n t ia te d  by th e  Symmetric Lambda o f  0 ,17  (se e  Table 7 ) .
P re fe re n c e s  re g a rd in g  who sh o u ld  s e le c t  academic deans a ls o  d i f ­
fe red  s ig n i f i c a n t ly ,  The C h i-sq u are  f o r  t h i s  q u e s tio n  (tw e lv e ) was 
2*j-l;Qli5l w ith  a  s ig n if ic a n c e  le v e l  o f  0 .0130 and 12 d f . The Symmetric 
Lambda in d ic a te d  th a t  knowing e i t h e r  co n s titu e n c y  o r  answ er improved 
th e  l ik e l ih o o d  o f  c o r r e c t ly  p r e d ic t in g  th e  o th e r  by 10 p e ro e n t. The 
d if f e re n c e s  were a ls o  shown to  be s u f f i c i e n t  by th e  C ram er's V o f  0 ,22  
(see  T able 7)*
C o n s titu e n c ie s  d id  not ag ree  upon who should  s e l e c t  th e  heads o f 
s tu d en t s e rv ic e s  program s e ith e r*  R e su lts  on th i s  item  ( th i r t e e n )  
d if f e r e d  a t  th e  0,0001 s ig n if ic a n c e  le v e l .  The C h i-square  was 39*10643 
w ith  12 d f .  The s t r e n g th  o f  th e  d if f e r e n c e  was s u b u ta n tia l  a s  shown 
by the  C ram er's  V o f  0 .2 8  and th e  Symmetric Lambda o f  0 ,1 6  (see  Table 7 ) .
Q uestion  H i  S e le c t io n  o f  P r e s id e n t , When th e  r e s u l t s  f o r  the 
e n t i r e  sample were co n e id a red  on t h i s  item , J48.2 p e rc e n t were found to 
p re fe r  th a t  th e  p r e s id e n t  be s e le c te d  w ith  th e  p a r t ic ip a t io n  o f  a l l  
fo u r g ro u p s. A f u l l  tw o - th ird s  o f  a d m in is t r a to r s  p re fe r re d  t h i s  approach 
a s  d id  a lm ost h a l f  o f  th e  f a o u l ty ,  a  th i r d  o f  th e  t r u s t e e s ,  and a  fo u rth  
o f  th e  s tu d e n ts .  However, a  p l u r a l i t y  o f  th e  t r u s te e  resp o n ses  (52*5%) 
in d ic a te d  t h e i r  p re fe re n c e  fo r  r e s t r i c t i n g  p r e s id e n t ia l  s e le c t io n  to 
the t r u s te e s  a lo n e . About 15 p e rc e n t  o f  th e  s tu d e n ts  concurred  w ith
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t h i s  p re fe r e n c e ,  b u t l e s s  th a n  6 p e rc e n t  c f  f a c u l ty  and a d m in is tr a to r s  
a g re e d  w ith  t h i s  view ( s e e  T ab le  B),
q u e s tio n  1 2 1 S e le c t io n  o f  Aaademlo D eans. Hie response  sh a red  
d e c is io n -m a k in g  r e c e iv e d  th e  l a r g e s t  p e rc e n ta g e  (29.6% ) o f  the t o t a l  
sam ple. I t  was th e  m ost f r e q u e n t ly  p r e f e r r e d  resp o n se  f o r  s tu d e n ts  
(24 .2% ), a d m in is t r a to r s  (46 .2% ), and f a o u l ty  (29>5%). T ru s te e s , how­
e v e r ,  p r e f e r r e d  sh a re d  deo i s  ion-m aking  o n ly  12. £ p e rc e n t o f  the tim e, 
and  th e y  chose t r u s t e e / a d m i n i s t r a t o r  2 9 .0  p e rc e n t  o f  th e  tim e and 
t r u s t s e / a d m i n i s t r a t o r / f a c u l t y  2 0 .0  p e rc e n t  o f  th e  tim e . T ru s te e /  
adm in i s t r a t o r / f a o u l t y  was th e  second m ost p o p u la r  re sp o n se  o f  f a c u l ty  
(22,7% ) and s tu d e n ts  (18 ,2% ), b u t th e  second  ch o ice  o f  a d m in is t r a to r s  
was a d m in is t r u to r / f a c u i ty  ( s e e  T ab le  6 ) .
q u e s tio n  1 1 1 S e le c t io n  o f  Heads o f  S tu d en t S e rv ic e s  Program s.
Hie la r g e s t  p o r tio n  o f  the t o t a l  sample (27,0%) and o f  ad m in istrators  
(ii4.Q%) p referred  fo r  th ese  s e le c t io n s  to  be made w ith  the p a r tic ip a ­
t io n  o f  a l l  four c o n s t itu e n t  groups. However, the la r g e s t  part o f  
fa o u lty  (35*6%) and tr u s te e s  (39*0%), about o n e -th ird  o f  each, pre­
ferred  th a t a d m in istra to rs  a lon e make th e se  d e c is io n s . But adm inis­
tr a to r s  and stu d en ts  gave l e a s  than 16 p ercen t o f  th e ir  support to  the  
resp o n se , ad m in istra tor . Students gave the la r g e s t  segment o f  th e ir  
resp o n ses  (21.2%) to  the admini a t ra t o r /fa o u lty /s tu d e n t  answer, but t h is  
p referen ce  was m inim ally supported by tr u s te e s  (4-9%) and faou lty  (2.2% ). 
S im ila r ly , the second m ost popular resp on se o f  the tr u s te e s ,  t r u s te e /  
a d m in istra to r , was only  favored  by 4 .0  percen t o f  ad m in istrators, 4*4 
p ercen t o f  fa c u lty ,  and 1 2 .1  percen t o f  stu d en ts  (se e  Table 6 ) .
D e c is io n s  P e r ta in in g  to  th e  Academic Program s
R esu lts on three o f  th e  f iv e  q u estio n s  th a t  d e a lt  w ith academic
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p rogram s were found to  have s ig n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  when te s te d .  The 
two t h a t  d id  n o t  show s ig n i f i c a n t  r e s u l t s  w ere numbers n in e te en  and 
tw en ty  on th e  q u e s t io n n a ir e ,  w hich asked  f o r  p re fe re n c e s  concerning 
w hich groups sh o u ld  determ ine i n s t i t u t i o n a l  adm ission  req u irem en ts , and 
c r e d i t  and d i s t r i b u t i o n  req u irem en ts  f o r  g ra d u a tio n , r e s p e c t iv e ly  {see 
Ifcble 7 ) .
A s ig n i f ic a n c e  le v e l  o f  0 .0031 was o b ta in e d  f o r  th e  C hi-square of 
29 .70984  f ° r  item  s ix te e n ,  e s ta b lis h m e n t o f  new ed u c a tio n a l programs.
The s u f f ic ie n c y  o f  th e se  d i f f e r e n c e s  was s u b s ta n t ia te d  by the s tren g th  
o f  th e  C ram er's  V o f  0 .2 4  und th e  sym m etric Lambda o f  0 ,0 6  (see  Table 7)* 
Die C h i-sq u a re  f o r  item  s e v e n te e n 1 s r e s u l t s  was 18,44400 w ith  9 
d f .  T h is  was s ig n i f i c a n t  a t  th e  0 .0304  l e v e l ,  b u t th e  C ram er's V in d i­
c a te d  th a t  th e  s t r e n g th  o f  th e  d i f f e r e n c e s  was n o t q u i te  a s  high a s  
d e s ir e d ,  f o r  i t  was 0 ,1 9 , one p o in t  u n d e r th e  p r e fe r r e d  le v e l .  However, 
th e  Sym m etric Lambda o f  0 .08  was very  good, which a llow ed  th e  re sea rch e r  
to  conclude t h a t  th e  d i f f e r e n c e s  among c o n s ti tu e n c y  re sp o n ses  was sub­
s t a n t i a l  enough ( s e e  T able 7 ) .
F in a l ly ,  r e s u l t s  f o r  item  e ig h te e n , d e te rm in a tio n  o f  courses 
w i th in  th e  v a r io u s  c u r r i c u la ,  d i f f e r e d  a t  th e  0.0044 confidence le v e l .  
The C h i-sq u a re  was 28.69363  w ith  12 d f .  Both th e  C ram er's V of 0 ,24  
and th e  Symmetric Lambda o f  0 .1 2  in d ic a te d  t h a t  the d if fe re n c e s  shown 
by th e  C h i-sq u a re  were a c tu a l  (se e  T able 7)*
Q uestion  16; E s ta b lish m en t o f  Hew E d u c a tio n a l Programs and C u rrl-  
o u la . P a r t i c i p a t i o n  by a l l  fo u r  governance groups was fav o red  by a 
l a r g e r  p e rc e n ta g e  o f  th e  t o t a l  sample (41.9%) than  were o th e r  responses. 
Shared  d ec is io n -m ak in g  was a ls o  th e  p rim ary  ch o ice  o f  a l l  fo u r c o n s ti­
tu e n c ie s*  W ell o v e r tw o - f i f th s  o f  s tu d e n ts ,  a d m in is t r a to r s ,  and
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t r u s t e e s  p r e f e r r e d  s h a r in g  th e s e  d e c i s io n s ,  w h ile  t h r e e - t e n th s  o f  
f a c u l ty  d id  so , Hie second p re fe re n c e  f o r  t r u s t e e s  ( 3 0 - 0%) and a d m in is ­
t r a t o r s  ( 1 9 , 2%) was t r u s t e e / a d m i n i s t r a t o r / f a c u l t y .  F a c u l ty 'b  second 
h ig h e s t p e rc e n t  age f e l l  to  th e  re sp o n se  adm ini a t r a t o r / f a c u i t y  w hich r e ­
ceived  21 .3  p e ra e n t  o f  t h e i r  su p p o rt. B oth  a d m in i s t r a to r / f a c u i ty  and 
t r u s t e e / a d m in i s t r a to r / f a c u l ty  r e c e iv e d  o n ly  3*0 p e r c e n t  o f  th e  s tu d e n t  
su p p o rt. On th e  o th e r  h an d , s tu d e n ts  gave t h e i r  second  l a r g e s t  p e r ­
centage to  adm in i s t r a t o r / f  a c u i ty / s tu d e n t ,  w hioh r e c e iv e d  27 .3  p e rc e n t  
o f  t h e i r  re sp o n se s  (se e  T ab le  8 ) .
Q u es tio n  1 7 1 Types and l e v e l s , o f  D egrees O f fe re d . When d e c i­
s io n s  p e r t a in in g  to  th e  typeB and l e v e l s  o f  d e g re e s  o f f e r e d  were to  be 
made, t r u s t e e s ,  a d m in is t r a to r s ,  and f a c u l t y  p r e f e r r e d  t h a t  th o se  th r e e  
c o n s t i tu e n c ie s  p a r t i c i p a t e .  T h is  was t r u e  o f  o n e - h a l f  o f  t r u s t e e s ,  
o v e r tw o - f i f th s  o f  a d m in i s t r a to r s , and  o n e - th i r d  o f  f a c u l t y .  In  con­
t r a s t ,  th e  l a r g e s t  amount o f s tu d e n t s u p p o rt  (43*0%) wae g iv e n  to  th e  
re sp o n se , sh a re d  d e o ie i  on-m aking. S h ared  da c i  a ion-m ak ing  was th e  second  
choice o f  th e  o th e r  th r e e  c o n s t i tu e n c ie s ;  27*5 p e rc e n t  o f  t r u s t e e s ,
3£.7 p e rc e n t o f  a d m in is t r a to r s ,  and 2 3 .4  p e r c e n t  o f  f a o u l ty  made th ig  
cho ice ( s e e  T able 6 ) ,
Q u estio n  18 ; D e te rm in a tio n  o f  C o u rses  w i th in  th e  V arious C u r r i ­
c u la . A p l u r a l i t y  o f  th e  t o t a l  sam ple (26.3% ) p r e f e r r e d  f o r  ad m in is­
t r a to r s  and f a c u l ty  to  make d e c is io n s  p e r t a in in g  to  c o u rse  o f f e r in g s ,  
B iis  was th e  m ost fa v o re d  re sp o n se  by t r u s t e e s  ( 3 7 * ^ )  and ad m in ie tr© - 
to r s  (29.4%)> However, th e  p rim ary  c h o ic e  o f  f a o u l ty  re sp o n d e n ts  
(31*9%) was t h a t  f a c u l ty  sh o u ld  make such d e c i s io n s .  S tu d e n ts , on th e  
o th e r  hand, gave most o f  t h e i r  su p p o rt (48.5% ) to  th e  re sp o n se  
a d m in i s t r a t e r / f a c u l ty / s tu d e n t  ( s e e  T a b le  6 ) .
a?
Deo la  Io n s  P e r ta in in g  to  Governance
Three item s on th e  q u e s t io n n a ir e  a d d re s s  th e  i s s u e  o f  governance 
p e r  s e .  A ll had  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  r e s u l t s  when a n a ly z e d . Hie 
C h i-sq u a re  o f  21,12332 w ith  12 d f  was e lg n l f l e a n t  a t  th e  0.0I+B6 le v e l  
f o r  ite m  tw en ty -o n e , The s t r e n g th  o f  thB d i f f e r e n c e s  was m in im ally  
a c c e p ta b le  a s  in d ic a te d  by th e  C ram er 's  V o f  0 ,2 0 . However, th e  Sym­
m e tr ic  Lambda o f  0 .0 7  was v ary  good. The d i f f e r e n c e  among c o n s t i tu e n ­
c i e s ’ p re fe re n c e s  w ere even more pronounced on th e  o th e r  two q u e s tio n s  
i n  t h i s  s e c t io n .  The C h i-sq u a re  o f  36.94603 w ith  12 d f  was s ig n i f i c a n t  
a t  th e  0 .0002 le v e l  f o r  item  tw en ty -tw o , d e te rm in a tio n  o f  m em bership in  
campus-wide com m ittees. Cramer’ s  V was 0 ,2 7  show ing t h a t  th e  d i f f e r ­
ences w ere r a th e r  s tro n g .  The Sym m etric lam bda o f  0 .1 2  a l s o  su p p o rted  
th e  s t r e n g th  o f  th e  d i f f e r e n c e s  in d ic a te d  by  th e  C h i-sq u a re  and th e  
Cram er’ s V, Item  tw e n ty - th re e ,  d e te rm in a tio n  o f  m em bership in  c o lle g e  
o r  u n iv e r s i ty  s e n a te s ,  had  a  C h i-sq u a re  o f  77*90741 w ith  12 d f  and a 
s ig n i f ic a n c e  le v e l  o f  0 ,0000 . The d i f f e r e n c e s  in d ic a te d  by  th e se  
f ig u r e s  w ere very  s tro n g  a c co rd in g  to  th e  C ram er’ s  V o f  0*47 and th e  
Symmetric Lambda o f  0 .2 6  (se e  T able 7)*
Q uestion  21; D e te rm in a tio n  o f  Member s h in  in  D ep artm en ta l Commit­
t e e s . Hie two most f re q u e n t re sp o n s e s  chosen by p a r t i c i p a n t s  when ques­
t io n e d  abou t who d e te rm in e s  m em bership in  d e p a r tm e n ta l com m ittees were 
f a c u l ty  and f a c u l ty /a d m in i s t r a to r .  Each r e c e iv e d  ab o u t o n e - th i r d  o f 
th e  t o t a l  sample re sp o n se s . These w ere a ls o  th e  m ost p r e f e r r e d  r e ­
sp onses o f  each o f  th e  fo u r  c o n s t i tu e n t  g ro u p s . About o n e - th i r d  o f 
t r u s t e e s  s e le c te d  th e  f a o u lty  answ er, and a n o th e r  o n e - th i r d  s e le c te d  
adm ini s  t  r a  to  r / f a c u i t y .  About t h r e e - t e n th s  o f  adm ini a t  r a t  o re  and s tu ­
d e n ts  s e le c te d  each  o f  th e se  two re sp o n s e s , w h ile  o lo s e r  to  tw o - f i f th s
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o f  f a c u l ty  s e le c te d  eaoh o f  th e s e  two answ ers ( s e e  T able 8 ) .
Q usH tlon 22: S e le c t io n  o f  Membership ^  Dampim-AMde Com m ittees.
The most fa v o re d  re sp o n se  i n  th e  a r e a  o f  s e le c t io n  o f  membership i n  
oampus-wide com m ittees by t r u s t e e s ,  a d m in is t r a to r s ,  and s tu d e n ts  was 
adm ini s t r a t  o r / f a c u i t y / s t u d e n t ,  O n e - th ird  o f  a d m in is t r a to r s  and t r u s ­
t e e s  chose t h i s  re sp o n se  w h ile  t w o - f i f t h s  o f  s tu d e n ts  d id  so . F a c u lty , 
on th e  o th e r  hand, p r e f e r r e d  to  exclude  s tu d e n ts ,  f o r  3&*3 p e rc e n t  o f  
them m arked th e  a d m in i s t r a to r / f a c u l ty  re sp o n se . T h is  answ er re c e iv e d  
abou t o n e - fo u r th  o f  th e  s tu d e n t  and  t r u s t e e  su p p o rt and th r e e - t e n th s  
o f  a d m in is t r a to r  s u p p o rt. The second ch o ice  o f  th e  f a c u l ty  re sp o n d en ts  
was f o r  f a c u l t y  a lo n e  to  d e te rm in e  t h i s  m em bership. Almost 3D p e rc e n t 
o f  t h i s  g ro u p  answ ered in  t h i s  fa sh io n *  However, th e  re sp o n se , f a c u l ty ,  
r e c e iv e d  no s tu d e n t  s u p p o r t ,  8 p e rc e n t  o f  th e  a d m in is t r a to r s ' and l ^ . l  
p e rc e n t o f  th e  t r u s t e e s '  { see  T ab le  8 ) .
Q u estio n  231 D e te rm in a tio n  o f  Membership i n  th e  C ollege o r  Uni­
v e r s i ty  S e n a te . The l a r g e s t  p e rc e n ta g e  o f  p a r t i c ip a n t s  (1^.0%) p r e ­
f e r r e d  f o r  f a c u l ty  to  d e te rm in e  th e  membership o f  c o lle g e  o r  u n iv e r s i ty  
s e n a te s .  T h re e - fo u r th s  o f  th e  f a c u l ty  chose th e  f a o u l ty  re sp o n se  a lo n g  
w ith  o n e - th i r d  o f  t r u s t e e s ,  tw o - f i f th s  o f  a d m in is t r a to r s ,  and on ly  one- 
tw e n tia th  o f  s tu d e n ts .  The second ch o ice  o f  t r u s t e e s  and a d m in is tra ­
t o r s ,  sh a re d  d ec is io n -m a k in g , re c e iv e d  abou t o n e - f i f t h  o f  t h e i r  su p p o rt, 
b u t t h i s  answ er was s e le c te d  by cnly 1 0 .5  p e rc e n t o f  s tu d e n ts  and 2 ,9  
p e rc e n t o f  f a c u l ty .  The second c h o ic e  o f  f a c u l ty  p a r t i c ip a n t s  was 
a d m in i s t r a to r / f a c u l ty ,  w hich  re c e iv e d  1 ^ ,3  p e rc e n t  o f  t h e i r  answ ers 
( s e e  Table 8 ) .
D ec is io n s  P e r ta in in g  to  S tu d e n ts
Seven o f  th e  item s on th e  q u e s t io n n a ir e  d e a l t  w ith  a re a s  o f  concern
t o  s tu d e n t s .  S ix  o f  th e  seven d id  n o t y i e ld  s ig n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  
among c o n s t i tu e n c ie s 1 p r e f e r r e d  p r a c t i c e  re sp o n s e s . The s i x  a r e a s  
m a n ife s t in g  no s t a t i s t i c a l  d isag reem en t w ere s tu d e n t  p u b l i c a t io n s ,  
r e s id e n c e  h a l l  l iv in g ,  sp eak e rs  and l e c t u r e r s  in v i t e d  to  campus, aca ­
demia d i s c i p l i n e ,  a t h l e t i c s ,  and th e  s e l e c t io n  o f  s tu d e n t  r e p r e s e n ta ­
t i v e s  to  d ep a r tm e n ta l, s e n a te ,  and cam pus-w ide com m ittees w hich a l s o  
have f a c u l t y ,  a d m in is t r a t iv e ,  o r  b o ard  o f  v i s i t o r s  members ( s e e  T ab le  
7 ) .
Item  tw e n ty -e ig h t,  non-academ ic d i s c i p l i n e ,  was th e  o n ly  item  
u n d e r s tu d e n t  a f f a i r s  t h a t  was found t o  have s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  
among c o n s ti tu e n c y  p r e fe re n c e s .  The C h i-sq u a re  was 27 .19910  w ith  15 
d f  and  a  s ig n if ic a n c e  le v e l  o f 0 ,0 2 7 2 , The s t r e n g th  o f  th e  d i f f e r e n c e s  
was s u b s ta n t i a t e d  by th e  C ram er's  V o f  0,2i* and  th e  Sym m etric Lambda 
o f  0 .0 7  (se e  T able  7 ) .
Q u estio n  2 81 Mon-academic D is c ip l in e . The re s p o n s e , a d m in i s t r a to r /  
s tu d e n t ,  r e c e iv e d  1*2,1 p e rc e n t o f  th e  t o t a l  sam ple p r e f e r e n c e s .  T h is  
re sp o n se  was th e  p rim ary  ch o ice  o f a l l  f o u r  c o n s t i tu e n c ie s .  Over h a l f  
o f  th e  s tu d e n ts  marked t h i s  p re fe re n c e  a lo n g  w ith  a lm o s t tw o - f i f t h s  o f  
f a c u l t y  and a d m in is t r a to r s ,  and  o n s - th i r d  o f  t r u s t e e s .  A lthough  o v e r  
a  f i f t h  o f  t r u s t e e s  p r e f e r r e d  th a t  a d m in is t r a to r s  a lo n e  h a n d le  non­
academ ic d i s c ip l in e ,  o n ly  3 .0  p e rc e n t  o f  s tu d e n ts ,  C .h  p e r c e n t  o f  
a d m in i s t r a to r s ,  and 0 ,9  p e rc e n t o f f a o u l ty  co n cu rred  i n  t h i s  v iew . The 
second  ch o io e  o f a d m in is t r a to r s  was f o r  non-academ ic d i s c i p l i n e  d e c i ­
s io n s  t o  be p a r t i c ip a te d  in  by a l l  f o u r  c o n s t i tu e n c ie s .  D ie second  
o h o io e  o f  f a o u l ty  and s tu d e n ts  was f o r  s tu d e n ts  a lo n e  to  h a n d le  non­
academ ic d i s c ip l in e .  F a c u lty  gave 1 7 .0  p e rc e n t  o f  t h e i r  s u p p o rt  to  th e  
s tu d e n t  re sp o n se  a lo n g  W ith 21.2 p e rc e n t  o f  th e  s tu d e n t  g ro u p  (se e  T ab le
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In  o rd e r  to  t e s t  th e  aeoond h y p o th e s is ,  C h i-sq u a re b , C ram er 's  V 's ,  
and Symmetric Lambdas w ere perform ed on th e  r e s u l t s  from t h i r t y  s e p a ra te  
d ec is io n -m ak in g  a r e a s , S even teen  o f  th e s e  w ere found to  have s t a t i s t i ­
c a l ly  s ig n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  betw een th e  p r e f e r r e d  p r a c t i c e s  e x p re sse d  
by th e  c o n s t i tu e n c ie s .  The t e s t s  in d lo a te d  t h a t  th e  observed  d i f f e r ­
ences were s u b s ta n t i a l ,  A m a jo r i ty  o f  th e  item s in  each governance  
o a teg o ry  was s ig n i f i c a n t ly  d i f f e r e n t ,  ex cep t f o r  th e  c a te g o ry  o f  s tu d e n t  
a f f a i r s  in  which on ly  one o f  seven item s y ie ld e d  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  
r e s u l t s .  H y po thesis  two was confirm ed i n  se v e n te e n  o f  th e  t h i r t y  su b - 
t e s t s  and r e je c te d  in  t h i r t e e n  o f  them ( s e e  T able 7)*
5yp° th e s i s  Three
The t h i r d  h y p o th e s is  s ta t e d  t h a t  each o f  th e  c o n s t i tu e n c ie s  would 
p e rc e iv e  i t s  o u rre n t d e c is io n -m a k in g  r o le  a s  in v o lv in g  few er a r e a s  o f 
dec i s  ion-m aking th a n  i t s  p r e f e r r e d  r o le .  The h y p o th e s is  was co n firm ed  
by th e  re sp o n se s  o f  two o f  th e  c o n s ti tu e n o le g , f a c u l ty  and s tu d e n ts ;  
and i t  was n o t  confirm ed by th e  re sp o n se s  o f  th e  o th e r  two g ro u p s , t r u s ­
te e s  and a d m in is t r a to r s .  The mean sc o re  f o r  c u r r e n t  t r u s t e e  p a r t i c i p a ­
t io n  was 0.1*667, and t h e i r  mean sco re  f o r  p r e f e r r e d  p r a c t i c e  was 0 , 1*8 2 6 . 
H ie t e s t  f o r  d if f e re n c e  y ie ld e d  a T -v a lu e  o f  -0 .JJ6  w ith  1*3° o f  freedom  
w ith  a  p r o b a b i l i ty  o f  0 .5 8 0 , Thus, t r u s t e e s  d id  n o t p r e f e r  s i g n i f i ­
c a n tly  more a re a s  o f  d e o i s i  on-m aking th a n  th e y  c u r r e n t ly  p e rc e iv e  them­
s e lv e s  as p a r t i c ip a t i n g  i n  ( s e e  T ab les  9 and 1 0 ) ,
A d m in is tra to rs 1 mean re sp o n se  f o r  o u r re n t  p a r t i c ip a t i o n  was 0,831*0* 
and t h e i r  p r e f e r r e d  p r a c t i c e  mean was 0 .8 3 2 7 . t e s t  f o r  s ig n i f i c a n c e
y ie ld e d  a  T -v a lu e  o f  0 .0 6  w ith  52° o f  freedom  whioh had a  p r o b a b i l i t y  o f  
Q.9JJ1*. T h e re fo re , th e  d i f f e r e n c e  betw een a d m in i s t r a to r s ' p e r c e p t io n s
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Table 9
C o n s titu e n c y  Mean R esponses f o r  !H ieir Own C roupe ' C u rre n t and 
P r e f e r r e d  R o les i n  Academio Governance
C u rren t P r e f e r r e d Number
Mean Mean o f  C ases
T ru s te e s 0,1*667 0.1*326 1*1*
A d m in is tra to rs 0.031*0 0 .8327 53
F a o u lty O.S236 0 .6993 1*8
S tu d e n tb 0.161*6 33
T ab le  10
T -V alues, D egrees o f  Freedom and T 2 - T a i l  P r o b a b i l i t i e s  
C u rre n t and P r e f e r r e d  R oles f o r  T ru e te e s , 
A d m in is tra to rs ,  F a c u lty ,  and S tu d en ta
Between
T D egrees T P roba­
T-Value o f Freedom b i l i t y
T ru s te e s  -0 .5 6 1*3 0.580
A d m in is tra to rs  - 0 .0 6 52 0.951+
F a c u l ty  -5.1*1 1*7 0,000
S tu d e n ts  12 .85 32 0,000
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o f  t h e i r  c u r re n t and p r e f e r r e d  governance ro le s  was n o t s t a t i s t i c a l l y  
s ig n i f i c a n t  (» sb 'Tables 9 and 1 0 ) ,
By o o n tra a t ,  th e  f a o u l ty  d id  n o t seem s a t i s f i e d  w ith  t h e i r  l e v e l  
o f  p a r t i c ip a t io n  in  governance* The mean resp o n se  f o r  f a o u l ty  c u r re n t  
p a r t i c ip a t i o n  was 0 .5 2 3 6 , w h ile  t h e i r  p r e fe r r e d  p r a c t i c e  mean was 
0.6993* She t e s t  f o r  d i f f e r e n c e  y ie ld e d  a T -value  o f  - $ . t | l  w ith  1*7° 
of freedom  which had  a p r o b a b i l i t y  o f 0 .0 0 0 . T h e re fo re , f a c u l t y  would 
p r e f e r  to  p a r t i c ip a te  i n  more a r e a s  o f dec i s  ion-m ahing  th a n  th e y  p e r­
c e iv e  t h a t  they p a r t i c i p a t e  in  c u r r e n t ly  (see  T ab les  9 and 1 0 ) .
S tu d e n ts ' re sp o n se s  in d ic a te d  th a t  th ey  viewed, t h e i r  s i t u a t i o n  
in  th e  some g en e ra l way a s  th e  f a c u l t y  viewed t h e i r  own, The mean o f  
s tu d e n ts 1 p e rc e p tio n s  o f  t h e i r  c u r r e n t  le v e l  o f  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  was 
0.161*6, w h ile  t h e i r  p r e f e r r e d  p r a c t i c e  mean was O .5808 . (TCie t e a t  f o r  
d if f e r e n c e  y ie ld e d  a  T -v a lu e  o f  1 2 .8 5  w ith  320 o f  freedom  w hich hod a  
p r o b a b i l i ty  o f 0 ,0 0 0 , T h e re fo re , s tu d e n ts  see t h e i r  o u r re n t  l e v e l  o f  
p a r t i c ip a t i o n  as much s m a lle r  th a n  th a t  o f  th e  o th e r  g ro u p s; and they  
would l i k e  more p a r t i c ip a t i o n  i n  governance m a tte rs  ( s e e  T a b le s  9 and 
10) .
H ypotheals Four
A f o u r th  h y p o th e s is  sought t o  answ er th e  q u e s tio n s  c o n c e rn in g  th e  
c o n f l i c t  o v er who sh o u ld  p a r t i c i p a t e  in  what governance a r e a s .  I t  
s t a t e d  t h a t  th e  p r e f e r r e d  r o le  d e l in e a te d  by each group  f o r  i t s e l f  w ould 
encompsss s ig n i f i c a n t ly  more a r e a s  o f  d ec is io n -m ak in g  th a n  th e  r o le  p r e ­
f e r r e d  f o r  i t  by each  o f  th e  o th e r  th re e  g roups. To t e s t  t h i s  hy p o th e­
s i s ,  th e  mean number o f  tim es each  c o n s ti tu e n c y  was p r e f e r r e d  by i t s  
own members, and by members o f  each  o f th e  e th e r  th re e  c o n s t i tu e n c ie s ,  
were oompared. When th e  p r e f e r r e d  r o le  f o r  t r u s t e e s  was a n a ly z e d , th e
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one-way a n a ly s is  o f  v a rian c e  y ie ld e d  a  s ig n i f i c a n t  F r a t i o  o f  2 .683 
w ith  a  p r o b a b i l i ty  o f  0,0373* T ru s te e s  p r e f e r r e d  more p a r t i c ip a t i o n  by 
t r u s t e e s  th a n  d id  th e  o th e r  th re e  groups a s  se e n  by th e  means f o r  th e  
p re fe r re d  t r u s te e  r o le t  t r u s t e e s ,  0 .t;826 | a d m in is t r a to r s ,  O.W+BJ+i 
f a c u l ty ,  0,3^18} and s tu d e n ts ,  0,1*020. S ig n i f ic a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  betw een 
s p e c if ic  g roups were shown by th e  T -values r e s u l t i n g  from c o n t r a s t s .  
When t r u s te e  and a d m in is tr a to r  p re fe re n c e s  f o r  th e  p r e f e r r e d  r o le  fo r  
t r u s te e s  w ere compared, a  T -v alu e  o f  0 ,795  w ith  a  p r o b a b i l i t y  o f  0.1*20 
r e s u l te d ,  so  t h i s  t e s t  was n o t s ig n i f i c a n t  a t  th e  r e q u ire d  0 .0 5  l e v e l .  
T ru s tee  and f a c u l ty  p re fe re n c e s  w ere compared, and a  T -v a lu e  o f  2 ,7 ^6  
wae s ig n i f i c a n t  w ith  a p r o b a b i l i ty  le v e l  o f  0.007* The d i f f e r e n c e  
betw een t r u s te e  and s tu d e n t p re fe re n c e s  was n o t  s ig n i f io a n t .  The T- 
v a lu e  was 1 .660 , and th e  p r o b a b i l i ty  wae 0 .0 9 9  (se e  T a b le s  11, 12, and 
13) .  T h e re fo re , d e s p ite  th e  s ig n i f i c a n t  F r a t i o  showing o v e r a l l  d i f ­
fe re n c e s , on ly  one o f  th e  th re e  r e le v a n t  T a e n t r e a t s  was s ig n i f i c a n t  
f o r  t h i s  a s p e c t o f  th e  h y p o th esis*
When th e  p re fe r re d  r o le  f o r  a d m in is t r a to r s  was exam ined, i t  was 
found th a t  a d m in is tra to rs  do p r e f e r  a  l a r g e r  r o le  f o r  th em se lv es  th an  
th e  o th e r  th re e  groups a l lo c a te  a d m in is t r a to r s .  T h is  can  be observed  
by exam ining the means f o r  th e  p r e f e r r e d  r o le  f o r  a d m in is t r a to r s ;  
t r u s t e e s ,  0 ,7818; a d m in is t r a to r s ,  0 .8327; f a c u l ty ,  0*7U21+; and  s tu d e n ts ,  
0.7818* Although th e  d if f e re n c e  which e x is te d  was in  th e  d i r e c t io n  
p re d ic te d  by th e  h y p o th e s is , th e  F r a t i o  o f  1 .637 was n o t s ig n i f io a n t  
w ith  a  p ro b a b i l i ty  o f  0.1826* When th e  re sp o n se s  o f  a d m in is t r a to r s  
and t r u s te e s  were compared, th e  T -value o f  -1 .2 1 1  was o b ta in e d . Hie 
T was not s ig n i f ic a n t  w ith  a p r o b a b i l i ty  o f  0.227* A d m in is tra to r  and 
f a c u l ty  re sp o n ses  were compared and were s ig n i f i c a n t ,  h a v in g  a  T -value
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Table 11
Mean L ev e ls  o f  Govemanoe P a r t i c i p a t i o n  Absig n ed  Each C o n s titu en cy  
by I t s e l f  and th e  O th e r T hree Groups
T ru s te e A d m in is tra to r F a c u lty  S tu d en t T o ta l
T ru s te e
P r e fe r r e d 0 . 1*826 0.1*1*814 0.3618 0.1*020 0 . 1*2149
A d m in is tra to r
P re fe r r e d O.7BI8 0 ,8327 0 , 71+214 0,7810  0 .7863
F a c u lty
P re fe r re d 0*5780 0 . 71*1*0 0 .699J 0 . 6?l49 0 .6818
S tu d en t
P re fe r re d 0.3326 0.1*755 0,3601* 0 .5808  0.1*287
T ab le  12
F R a tio s , P r o b a b i l i t i e s  and  D egrees o f  Freedom f o r  Each C o n s t i tu e n c y 's
P r e f e r r e d Role in  C o n tra s t  to  th e  Role P r e f e r r e d  f o r  I t  
by th e  O th e r  Three Groups
F R a tio P r o b a b i l i ty  D egrees o f  Freedom
P re fe r re d  fo r  
T ru s te e s 2,383 0.0373
Between Group 
W ith in  Group 
T o ta l
3
m
177
P re fe r re d  f o r  
A d m in is tra to rs 1.637 0.1326
Between Group 
W ith in  Group 
T o ta l
3
m
177
P re fe r re d  fo r  
F a c u lty 6, 1*16 O.OOOl*
Between Group 
W ith in  Group 
T o ta l
3
171+
177
P re fe r r e d  f o r  
S tu d en ts 13*329 0.0000
Between Group 
W ith in  Group 
T o ta l
3
17U
177
95
Table 13
T-V alues, P r o b a b i l i t i e s  and D egree0 o f  Freedom f o r  the  
P re fe r re d  Govem anoe Role f o r  Each Group
Groups T-Value P r o b a b i l i ty
Degrees o f  
Freedom
T ru s te e
P r e f e r r e d
T ru s tee
Admin* 0.795 0,1*28 171+
T ru s te e
F ao u lty 2 , 71+6 0 .007 171+
T ru s te e
Student 1.660 0.099 171+
A d m in is tra to r
P r e f e r r e d
Admin * 
T ru s tee - 1.211 0.227 171+
Admin.
F ao u lty 2,201 0 .029 171+
Admin.
S tu d en t 1 , 111* 0 .267 U b
F a c u l ty
P r e f e r r e d
F acu lty
T ru s tee - 3 . 01*8 0 .003 U b
F acu lty
Admin, 1.177 0 . 21*1 H b
F ao u lty
S tudent 0.101 0.920 U b
S tu d e n t
P r e f e r r e d
S tudent
T ru stee -5.5U6 0 .000 l i b
S tudent
Admin. -2.W+5 0.015 17b
S tudent
F acu lty - 5,016 0.000 17b
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o f  2,201 w ith  a  p ro b a b i l i ty  o f  0 .029. S im ila r ly ,  a d m in is t r a to r  and 
s tu d e n t re sp o n ses  were compared and were n o t found to  be s ig n i f l e a n t ,  
f o r  th e  T -value  wae 1 .114  w ith  a  p r o b a b i l i ty  o f  0 ,267 {see T ables 11,
12 f and 13)- T h e refo re , when th i s  p a r t  o f  th e  hypo t h e s i s  was te s te d ,  
th e  one-way a n a ly s is  o f  v a ria n c e  d id  n o t r e s u l t  in  a  s ig n i f i c a n t  F 
r a t i o ,  and on ly  one o f  the th re e  T c o n t r a s t s  was s ig n i f io a n t  a t  th e  
0 ,0 5  le v e l .
F in d in g s  concern ing  th e  p re fe r re d  r o le  f o r  f a c u l ty  w ere somewhat 
d i f f e r e n t  from those f o r  th e  f i r s t  two g ro u p s . The means d id  n o t show 
fa o u lty  a l lo c a t in g  a  l a r g e r  r o le  to  them selves than  th e  a d m in is t r a to r s  
a ss ig n ed  f a o u l ty .  For the p re fe r re d  f a c u l ty  ro le  th e  means w ere t r u s ­
te e ,  0.5700* a d m in is tra to r ,  0 .7440; f a c u l ty ,  0,6993* and s tu d e n t,
0 .69^9 , The one-way a n a ly s is  o f  v a r ia n c e  y ie ld e d  a  s ig n i f i c a n t  F 
r a t i o  o f  6*4l6 w ith  a  p r o b a b i l i ty  o f  0,0001*. When T - te s t s  w ere p e r­
formed which c o n tra s te d  f a c u l ty  and t r u s t e e s ,  f a c u l ty  and a d m in is tra ­
t o r s ,  and f a c u l ty  and s tu d e n ts ,  s ig n i f i c a n t  r e s u l t s  w ere o b ta in e d  in  
on ly  one o f  th e  a n a ly se s . The T -value o f  -3*01*0 f o r  th e  f a c u l ty  and 
t r u s te e  com parison was s ig n i f ic a n t  w ith  a  p r o b a b i l i ty  o f  0.003* Tbe T 
f o r  f a c u l ty  and a d m in is tra to re  o f  1,177 was n o t s ig n i f i c a n t  w ith  a 
p ro b a b i l i ty  o f  0 .241, F ao u lty  and s tu d e n t  com parison y ie ld e d  a T- 
v a lu e  o f  0 ,101  and a p r o b a b i l i ty  o f  0.920  which was n o t s ig n i f ic a n t  
( se e  Tables 11, 12, and 13). T h e refo re , th e  only  t e s t  re g a rd in g  th e  
f a c u l ty  p r e fe r r e d  r o le  th a t  was s ig n i f i c a n t  and su p p o rte d  th e  hypo the­
s i s  was th e  d if f e re n c e  between fa c u l ty  and t r u s te e  p r e fe r e n c e s .  F a c u lty  
d id  a s s ig n  them selves s ig n i f i c a n t ly  more a r e a s  o f  d e c is io n -m a tin g  th an  
t r u s t e e s  a s s ig n e d  them.
When th e  fo u r  c o n s t i tu e n c ie s ' mean resp o n ses f o r  th e  p r e fe r r e d
r o l e  o f  s tu d e n te  w ere compared, th e  h y p o th e s is  was co n firm ed  by ev ery  
t e s t .  The s tu d e n t s ' mean f o r  th e  p r e f e r r e d  s tu d e n t  r o l e  w as l a r g e r  
th a n  th e  o th e r  th r e e .  The t r u s t e e  mean was 0 ,3 3 2 6 ; th e  a d m in i s t r a to r s 1 
was 0,U 755l th e  f a c u l t y 's  was O.JhOlif and  th e  s tu d e n t s ' was 0 ,5 8 o 8 .
Tlie one-way a n a ly s i s  o f  v a r ia n c e  y ie ld e d  an  F r a t i o  o f  1 3 , 32? and a  
p r o b a b i l i t y  o f  0 ,0 0 0 0 , When s tu d e n t  and t r u s t e e  re sp o n s e s  w ere com­
p a re d , a  T o f  -£.51+8 and a  p r o b a b i l i ty  o f  0 .0 0 0  w ere s i g n i f i c a n t ,  Tttie 
T -v a lu e  o b ta in e d  by c o n t r a s t in g  s tu d e n t and a d m in is t r a to r  re sp o n se s  
was a l s o  s i g n i f i c a n t .  The T -v alu e  in  t h i s  c a s e  was - 2 . 141*5 w ith  a 
p r o b a b i l i t y  o f  0 .0 1 ? , S im ila r ly ,  th e  T -v a lu e  o b ta in e d  when s tu d e n t  
and  f a c u l ty  re sp o n s e s  w ere c o n tra s te d  was s i g n i f i c a n t .  The T was 
-5 ,0 1 6  and  th e  p r o b a b i l i t y ,  0 .0 0 0 , was s i g n i f i c a n t  ( s e e  T a b le s  11, 12, 
and 1 3 ) .
A ll o f  th e  t e s t s  re g a rd in g  th e  s tu d e n t  r o le  i n  g overnance  su p p o rt 
th e  h y p o th e s is .  S tu d e n ts  d id  p r e f e r  a  l a r g e r  r o le  in  governance th a n  
any o f  th e  o th e r  c o n s t i tu e n c ie s  p r e fe r r e d  f o r  them. I n  summary, s ix  
o f  th e  tw elv e  T - t e e ta  were s ig n i f i c a n t .  T h is  h y p o th e s is  was on ly  
p a r t i a l l y  a c c e p te d .  The on ly  s u b -p a r t  t h a t  was t o t a l l y  a c c e p te d  was 
t h a t  d e a l in g  w ith  th e  p r e f e r r e d  r o le  o f  s tu d e n ts .
CHAPTER 5 
SUMMARY AMD CONCLtJBIOKS
The p u rp o se  o f  t h i a  s tu d y  was to  id e n t i f y  a re a s  o f  ag reem ent and 
d isa g re e m e n t among t r u s t e e s ,  a d m in is tra to rs ,  f a c u l ty ,  and s tu d e n ts  r e ­
g a rd in g  r o l e  d e f i n i t i o n s  a s  p e rc e iv e d  by th e se  g ro u p s . A s t r a t i f i e d  
random sam p le  o f  280 p a r t i c ip a n t s  from fo u r-y e a r  p u b lic  i n s t i t u t i o n s  o f  
h ig h e r  e d u c a t io n  i n  V ir g in ia  was s e le c te d  a c c o rd in g  to  c o n s ti tu e n c y  and 
i n s t i t u t i o n .  F i f t y - f o u r  random ly s e le c te d  in d iv id u a ls  were o o n ta c te d  
p e r s o n a l ly  t o  p ro v id e  v a l id a t io n  o f the e n t i r e  sam ple. D if fe re n c e s  
betw een th e  v a l i d a t i o n  and  n o n v a lid a tio n  sam ples ware n o t s i g n i f i c a n t ,  
so th e  r e s u l t s  o f  th e  t o t a l  sample were co n s id e re d  v a l id .  R e p lie s  were 
r e c e iv e d  from  210 (75%) o f  th e  p a r t ic ip a n ts .  Of th e se , 178 (61^%) were 
u s a b le ,  w h i le  32 ( ll% )  w ere n o t .
A q u e s t io n n a i r e  c o n ta in in g  item s r e la te d  to  t h i r t y  governance 
a r e a s  was c o n s t r u c te d ,  U isse  t h i r t y  a reas  were d iv id ed  in to  s i x  c a te ­
g o r ie s  r e g a r d in g  d e c i s io n s  p e r ta in in g  to i f in a n c e  and p la n t ,  f a c u l ty ,  
a p p o in tm e n t o f  f a c u l ty  and a d m in is tra to rs ,  academ ic program s, g o v ern an ce , 
and  s tu d e n t s .  P a r t i c i p a n t s  were asked  fo r  t h e i r  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  which 
g ro u p s c u r r e n t l y  p a r t i c i p a t e  in  each  of the t h i r t y  governance a r e a s  and 
which g ro u p s  th e y  w ould  p r e f e r  to  have p a r t i c ip a te  in  th e se  same a r e a s .
F o u r r e s e a r c h  q u e s t io n s  were posed. The f i r s t  asked i f  s tu d e n ts ,  
f a o u l ty ,  a d m in i s t r a to r s ,  and t r u s te e s  in  fo u r -y e a r  p u b lic  c o l le g e s  and 
u n i v e r s i t i e s  i n  V i r g in ia  a g re e  on th e  a reas  o f  d ec is io n -m ak in g  c u r r e n t ly  
p a r t i c i p a t e d  i n  by th e  v a r io u s  c o n s ti tu e n c ie s .  R esu lts  in d ic a te d  th a t
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th e y  do n o t .  C h i-e q u a re s  w ere p erfo rm ed  on o u r re n t  p e r c e p t io n s  fo r  
each o f  th e  t h i r t y  g o v ern an ce  a r e a s .  C o n s t i tu e n c ie s ' p e r c e p t io n s  d i f ­
fe re d  a t  th e  0 .0 5  s ig n i f i c a n c e  l e v e l  on tw en ty -o n e  o f  th e  i te m s . In  
th e  f i r s t  a a te g o ry , d e c is io n s  p e r t a in in g  to  f in a n c e  and  p l a n t ,  th r e e  
o f th e  f iv e  a r e a s  showed s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  when p a r t i c i p a n t s '  
p e r c e p t io n s  w ere com pared. H ie th r e e  a r e a s  upon which c o n s t i t u e n c i e s  
d id  n o t  a g re e  w ere r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  s h o r t- ra n g e  b u d g e ta ry  p le n n ih g i 
lo n g -ra n g e  b u d g e ta ry  p la n n in g , and  c o n s tr u c t io n  and r e n o v a t io n  o f  a c a -  
demio and  nonacadem ic b u i ld in g s .  A lthough in  eaoh o f  th e s e  th r e e  a r e a s ,  
th e  p l u r a l i t y  o f  th e  re s p o n d e n ts  p e rc e iv e d  th a t  t r u s t e e s  and  a d m in is ­
t r a t o r  s  sh a re d  th e s e  d e c is io n s ,  o p in io n  was d iv e r s e  enough to  show t h a t  
th e re  i s  no o le a r - c u t  id e a  a b o u t who makes th e s e  d e o ie lo n s .  From t h i s  
i t  can be concluded  t h a t  members o f  th e  v a r io u s  c o n s t i tu e n c ie s  In c lu d e d  
in  th e  c o l le g e  community do n o t  a g re e  on who g u id e s  th e  f in a n c i a l  
a f f a i r s  o f  t h e i r  i n s t i t u t i o n s .  C o n s id e rin g  th e  v a s t  am ounts o f  money 
in v o lv e d , t h i s  f in d in g  c o u ld  have s e r io u s  consequences f o r  th e  f i s c a l  
w e l l -b e in g  o f c o l le g e s  and  u n i v e r s i t i e s .
C o n s t i tu e n c ie s 1 p e r c e p t io n s  o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  d e c is io n s  p e r ­
t a in in g  to  f a c u l ty  d id  n o t  a g re e  e i t h e r .  Four o f th e  f i v e  a r e a s  in  
t h i s  c a te g o ry  shoved d is a g re e m e n t: p rom otion  o f f a c u l t y ,  g r a n t in g  o f
te n u re ,  d e te rm in a tio n  o f  f a c u l t y  s a l a r i e s ,  and  d e te rm in a tio n  o f  te a c h in g  
loads* From t h i s ,  one can  c o n c lu d e  th a t  th e  c o l l e g i a l  m odel o f  g o v ern ­
ance i n  w hich f a o u l ty  a r e  r e s p o n s ib le  f o r  d e c is io n s  in v o lv in g  f a c u l ty  
i s s u e s ,  i s  no lo n g e r  u n iv e r s a l l y  p e rc e iv e d  a s  fu n c t io n in g  on cam puses 
o f  f o u r - y e a r  p u b l ic  i n s t i t u t i o n s  i n  V ir g in ia ,  F u r th e r ,  i t  would seem 
th a t  no s in g le  s u b s t i t u t e  h a s  been  developed  t o  ta k e  th e  p la c e  o f  th e  
c o lle g iu m .
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Of th e  f iv e  a r e a s  i n  th e  c a te g o ry  o f  d e c is io n s  p e r ta in in g  to  
appo in tm en t o f  f a c u l ty  and a d m in is t r a to r s ,  th e  v a rio u s  c o n s t i tu e n c ie s  
d is a g re e d  upon who o u r r e n t ly  s e l e c t s  new f a c u l ty  members, p r e s id e n ts ,  
academ ic deans, and  deans o f  s tu d e n t  s e r v ic e s .  Only th e  s e le c t io n  o f  
d e p a rtm e n ta l c h a irp e rs o n s  showed no s ig n i f io a n t  d isag reem en t.
P e rc e p tio n s  o f  who c u r r e n t ly  makes academio program  d e c is io n s  
a ls o  w ere d iv e r s e .  Hie th r e e  s p e c i f io  a r e a s  showing s ig n i f i c a n t  d i s ­
agreem ent d e a l t  w ith  th e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  e s ta b l i s h in g  new educa­
t i o n a l  program s and c u r r i c u l a ,  f o r  d e te rm in in g  the d e g re e s  to  be 
o f fe r e d ,  and  f o r  d e te rm in in g  c r e d i t  and  d i s t r i b u t io n  re q u ire m e n ts . 
T h e re fo re , i t  i s  a p p a re n t  t h a t  members o f  th e  co lle g e  community do n o t  
ag ree  upon w hich group  o r  g roups make d e c is io n s  th a t  s e t  th e  tone  and  
d e te rm in e  th e  d i r e c t io n  and c h a r a c te r  o f  i n s t i t u t i o n s  o f  h ig h e r  e d u ca ­
t io n  in  V irg in ia .
S im ila r  r e s u l t s  were found when c o n s t i tu e n c ie s ' p e rc e p tio n s  r e ­
g a rd in g  who c u r r e n t ly  makes d e c is io n s  p e r ta in in g  to  governance w ere 
compared. P a r t i c i p a n t s  d is a g re e d  on two o f  th e  th re e  a r e a s  exam ined: 
s e le c t io n  o f  m em bership in  cam pus-w ide com m ittees, and  d e te rm in a tio n  
of m em bership in  c o l le g e  and  u n i v e r s i t y  s e n a te s . D e te rm in a tio n  o f  mem­
b e rs h ip  in  d e p a r tm e n ta l com m ittees showed no s ig n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  
among c o n s t i t u e n c i e s ' p e r c e p t io n s .  'Thus, agreem ent was found among 
c o n s t i tu e n c ie s  re g a rd in g , th e  s e l e c t io n  o f  members o f  l o c a l  com m ittees. 
By c o n t r a s t ,  p a r t i c i p a n t s  d is a g re e d  about s e le c t in g  th e  membership o f  
governance b o d ie s  w hich p e r t a in  to  th e  e n t i r e  i n s t i t u t i o n .  I t  a p p e a r s ,  
t h e r e f o r e ,  t h a t  p eo p le  a re  more l i k e l y  to  ag ree  about governance p ro ­
ced u res  in v o lv in g  s m a l le r  segm ents o f  th e  c o lle g e  community than th e y  
a r e  ab o u t th o se  in v o lv in g  l a r g e r ,  more complex u n i ts  o r  segments o f
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th e  c o l le g e  com m unity.
A s im i l a r  p a t t e r n  was r e v e a le d  when exam ining  th e  r e s u l t s  f o r  
th e  f i n a l  c a te g o ry ,  d e c i s io n s  p e r t a in in g  to  s tu d e n ts .  F iv e  o f th e  
sev en  a r e a s  h ad  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ig n i f io a n t  r e s u l t s ,  which meant t h a t  
c o n s t i t u e n c i e s  d is a g r e e d  on th e s e  f iv e  a r e a s i  r e s id e n c e  h a l l  l i v in g ,  
s p e a k e rs  and  l e o t u r e r s  i n v i t e d  to  campus by s tu d e n t  o rg a n iz a tio n s , 
academ ic d i s c i p l i n e ,  a t h l e t i c s ,  and s e le c t io n  o f  s tu d e n t r e p re s e n ta ­
t i v e s  to  s e n a te ,  d e p a r tm e n ta l ,  o r  campus-wide com m ittees, T h e re fo re , 
i t  can  he co n c lu d ed  t h a t  th e  members o f th e  c o l le g e  community a re  in  
no b e t t e r  ag reem en t r e g a rd in g  governance a r e a s  p e r ta in in g  to  s tu d e n t  
a f f a i r s  th a n  th e y  a r e  ab o u t th e  o th e r  f iv e  c a te g o r ie s .
The f re q u e n c y  o f  d isa g re e m e n t among c o n s t i tu e n c ie s  concern ing  
who c u r r e n t l y  makes d e c i s io n s  i n  i n s t i t u t i o n s  o f h ig h e r  e d u ca tio n  i n  
V i r g in ia  p o in ts  to  th e  c o n c lu s io n  t h a t  th e  members o f  th e  academic 
community do n o t  s h a re  common c o n c e p ts  o f d ec is io n -m ak in g  p r a c t i c e s  
on cam pus. I t  i s  p o s s ib le  t h a t  p ro c e d u re s  a r e  n o t c l e a r ly  s p e lle d  o u t. 
I t  i s  a l s o  p o s s ib le  t h a t  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  a r e  n o t d e f i n i t e l y  a s s ig n e d , 
w hich w ould mean t h a t  s p e c i f i c  p e rso n s  a re  n o t b e in g  h e ld  acco u n tab le  
f o r  th e  v a r io u s  o p e r a t io n s  o f  th e  i n s t i t u t i o n s .  On th e  o th e r  hand, 
p ro c e d u re s  and  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  may be c l e a r  to  th o se  d i r e o t ly  con­
c e rn e d , b u t n o t  g e n e r a l ly  com m unicated to  th e  c o n s t i tu e n c ie s  a t  l a r g e .  
H ie seco n d  r e s e a r c h  q u e s t io n  ask ed  i f  th e r e  was agreem ent among 
th e  c o n s t i t u e n c i e s  c o n c e rn in g  th e  p r e f e r r e d  a r e a s  o f d ec is ion -m ak ing  
f o r  eaoh  o f  th e  f o u r  g ro u p s . H ere to o , th e  answ er was no. Seventeen  
o f  th e  t h i r t y  C h i-sq u a re s  p e rfo rm ed  on th e  d a ta  r e l a t e d  to  th is  i s s u e  
w ere s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  th e  ,05% l e v e l .
C o n s t i tu e n c ie s  showed no s ig n i f i c a n t  d isag reem en t reg a rd in g  th e
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a r e a s  o f lo n g -ra n g e  b u d g e ta ry  p la n n in g  an d  c a p i t a l  developm ent, b u t  
p a r t i c ip a n t s  d id  d is a g re e  a b o u t  who s h o u ld  make d e c i s io n s  re g a rd in g  
s h o r t - ra n g e  b u d g e ta ry  p la n n in g , c o n s t r u c t io n  and r e n o v a t io n  o f  academ io 
an d  nonacadem ic b u i ld in g s ,  an d  fund  r a i s i n g ,  T h e re fo re ,  i t  seems th a t  
c o n s t i tu e n c ie s  showed l i t t l e  more ag reem en t o f  who s h o u ld  h an d le  th e  
f in a n c i a l  a f f a i r s  o f  th e  i n s t i t u t i o n  th a n  th e y  d id  when in d ic a t in g  who 
th e y  p e rc e iv e d  a s  c u r r e n t ly  assum ing th o se  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s .
A lthough c o n s t i tu e n c ie s *  p re fe r e n c e s  d i f f e r e d  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  on 
th r e e  o f th e  f iv e  f i n a n c i a l  a r e a s ,  th e  m ost p o p u la r  re sp o n s e s  f o r  
th e s e  a re a s  in d ic a te d  th a t  e i t h e r  t r u s t e e s ,  a d m in i s t r a to r s ,  and f a c u l ty j  
o r  t r u s t e e s ,  a d m in is t r a to r s ,  f a o u l ty ,  and  s tu d e n ts  s h o u ld  make th e s e  
d e c is io n s  to g e th e r .  H iis  i n d i c a t e s  a  b ro a d e n in g  o f  th e  t r a d i t i o n a l  
view  th a t  t r u s t e e s  and  a d m in i s t r a to r s  s h o u ld  be p r im a r i ly  r e s p o n s ib le  
f o r  th e  a l l o c a t i o n  o f  f i n a n c i a l  r e s o u r c e s .
C o n s t i tu e n c ie s ’ p r e f e r e n c e s  r e g a rd in g  d e c is io n s  in v o lv in g  f a c u l ty  
a f f a i r s  w ere a l s o  m arkedly  d i f f e r e n t .  H ie a r e a s  o f  p ro m o tio n , te n u re ,  
f a c u l ty  s a l a r i e s ,  and  a s s ig n m e n t o f  i n d iv id u a l  c l a s s  lo a d s  evoked d iv e r ­
g e n t p re fe re n c e s  from  th e  f o u r  g ro u p s . I t  seem s r a t h e r  c l e a r  t h a t  th e  
re sp o n d e n ts  w ere u n w il l in g  t o  l im i t  th e  power to  make th e s e  d e c is io n s  
to  o n ly  th e  f a o u l ty .  The m o st p o p u la r  r e s p o n s e s  i n  t h i s  c a te g o ry  in d i ­
c a te d  a p r e fe re n c e  f o r  some ty p e  o f s h a r in g  among a t  l e a s t  a d m in is tra ­
t o r s  and f a c u l ty ,  and  o f te n  t r u s t e e s  a n d /o r  s tu d e n ts  w ere in c lu d e d  a s  
w e l l .
In  th r e e  o f t h e  f iv e  a r e a s  i n  th e  c a te g o ry  o f  d e c is io n s  p e r t a in in g  
to  appoin tm ent o f  f a c u l ty  an d  a d m in i s t r a to r s ,  c o n s t i t u e n c i e s  a l s o  d i s ­
a g re e d  when ask ed  to  name th e  p a r t i c i p a n t s  th e y  p r e f e r r e d .  P r e f e r r e d  
p ro ce d u re s  f o r  th e  s e le c t io n  o f  p r e s id e n t s ,  academ ic d e a n s , and h ead s
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o f  s tu d e n t  s e r v ic e b showed s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s .  The 
m ost p o p u la r  re sp o n se  in d ic a te d  some f e e l in g  th a t  a i l  fo u r  g roups 
sh o u ld  sh a re  th e s e  d e c is io n s .  Hie c o n s t i tu e n c ie s  a g re e d  th a t  th e  
s e le c t io n  o f  new f a o u l ty  and d e p a r tm e n ta l c h a irp e rs o n s  sh o u ld  be made 
by a d m in is t r a to r s  and f a c u l ty  j o i n t l y .
R esponses in  th e  fo u r th  c a te g o ry ,  d e c is io n s  p e r t a in in g  to  academ ic 
program s, w ere a ls o  s ig n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t .  Three o f  th e  f iv e  a r e a s  
y ie ld e d  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ig n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  p e rc e p t io n s  o f  who shou ld  
be in v o lv e d  in  such da o i a io n s .  In  p a r t i c u l a r ,  th e  g ro u p s  d id  n o t 
a g re e  upon who sh o u ld  develop  new e d u c a t io n a l  program s o r  c u r r i c u l a ,  
d e te rm in e  th e  d eg rees  to  be o f f e r e d ,  o r  approve c o u rs e s  w ith in  th e  v a r i ­
ous c u r r i c u l a ,  Hie two a r e a s  which showed no s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  
p re fe re n c e s  p e r ta in e d  to  th e  d e te n n in a t io n  o f  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  ad m iss io n , 
c r e d i t ,  and d i s t r i b u t i o n  re q u ire m e n ts . In  b o th  c a s e s ,  a l l  c o n s t i tu e n ­
c ie s  gave a  p l u r a l i t y  o f  t h e i r  re  sp o u se  a to  th e  a d m in i s t r a to r / f a c u i ty  
c h o ic e .
In  th e  c a te g o ry  o f  d e c is io n s  p e r t a in in g  to  g o v ern an ce , c o n s t i tu e n ­
c ie s  shoved no s ig n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  re g a rd in g  t h e i r  p r e f e r r e d  g ro u p s, 
Hiey te n d ed  to  ag ree  t h a t  e i t h e r  th e  f a c u l t y  a lo n e  o r  th e  f a c u l t y  and 
a d m in is t r a to r s  should  s e le c t  th e  m em bership o f  d e p a r tm e n ta l co m m ittees. 
However, th ey  cou ld  n o t ag ree  upon who sh o u ld  s e l e c t  members o f  
in s t i tu t io n - w id e  com m ittees o r  members o f  c o l le g e  o r  u n iv e r s i ty  s e n a te b. 
As was th e  cage w ith  re sp o n se s  to  q u e s t io n s  o f  c u r r e n t  p r a c t i c e ,  con­
s t i t u e n c i e s  d id  n e t  ag ree  upon who sh o u ld  s e l e c t  th e  membership i n  
g o v e rn in g  b o d ie s  th a t  r e p re s e n te d  th e  e n t i r e  i n s t i t u t i o n .
The c a te g o ry  o f  governance a r e a s  d e a l in g  w ith  s tu d e n t  a f f a i r s  
d id  n o t fo llo w  th e  same p a t t e r n  a s  th e  p re v io u s  f iv e  c a te g o r ie s .  Only
ioi*
one governance a r e a  showed s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ig n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  among 
c o n s t i tu e n c ie s .  T h is  was th e  a re a  o f  nonacadem ic d i s c ip l in e .  C onsti­
tu e n c ie s  d id  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d is a g re e  ab o u t who sh o u ld  make d e c is io n s  
p e r t a in in g  to  s tu d e n t p u b l ic a t io n s ,  r e s id e n c e  h a l l  l i v i n g ,  speakers 
I n v i t e d  to  campus by s tu d e n t  o rg a n iz a t io n s ,  academ ic d i s c i p l i n e ,  
a t h l e t i c s ,  o r  th e  s e le c t io n  o f  s tu d e n t r e p r e s e n ta t iv e s  to  dep artm en ta l, 
s e n a te ,  o r  cam pus-wide co m m ittees. I t  oan be concluded th a t  the con­
s t i t u e n c i e s  Were c lo s e r  to  agreem ent on who sh o u ld  make d e c is io n s  p er­
t a in in g  to  s tu d e n ts  th a n  on th e  o th e r  a s p e c ts  o f  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  govern­
an ce .
R e su lts  in d io a te  th a t  p a r t i c i p a n t s '  an sw ers  vary  acco rd in g  to  th e  
a r e a  o f  governance u n d er q u e s t io n .  At no tim e d id  any c o n s titu e n c y  
v o te  s t r i c t l y  f o r  th em se lv es  a s  the r e s p o n s ib le  d eo isio n -m ak ers  in  any 
c a te g o ry . At l e a s t  10% o f  th e  re sp o n ses  to  27 o f  th e  30 item s in d ic a te d  
t h a t  th e  re sp o n d e n ts  would p r e f e r  a  governance p a t te r n  th a t  p rov ided  
f o r  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  by a l l  fo u r  c o n s t i tu e n c ie s !  t r u s t e e s ,  a d m in is tr a to rs ,  
f a c u l ty ,  and  s tu d e n ts .  At th e  same tim e , a  s im i la r  re sp o n se  was ob­
t a in e d  on o n ly  1J> o f  th e  30 item s  when re sp o n d e n ts  were q u e r ie d  concern­
in g  c u r re n t  p r a c t i c e  on t h e i r  campus. T h is  re sp o n se  p a t t e r n  m ight 
p o s s ib ly  e x p la in  th e  mere g e n e ra l  agreem ent among th e  c o n s t i tu e n c ie s ' 
re sp o n d in g  to  p r e f e r r e d  p r a c t i c e  ae compared to  c u r re n t p ro ced u res .
Hie t h i r d  q u e s tio n  posed  a t  th e  o u t s e t  o f  t h i s  s tu d y  asked i f  
t h e r e  were a  d is c re p a n c y  betw een the c o n s t i tu e n c ie s ' p e rc e p tio n s  o f 
t h e i r  c u r re n t  r o l e  in  d ec is io n -m ak in g  and t h e i r  p r e fe r r e d  r o le .  There 
was a  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  d isc re p a n c y  f o r  s tu d e n ts  and fa c u lty  
members. Both g roups in d ic a te d  th a t  t h e i r  c u r r e n t  r o le  in  d e c is io n ­
m aking encom passed few er a r e a s  th an  th ey  w ould l i k e  to  p a r t i c ip a te  in .
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T hus, n e i th e r  f a c u l ty  n o r s tu d e n ts  ap p ea red  to  be s a t i s f i e d  w ith  t h a i r  
c u r r e n t  le v e l  o f  p a r t i c ip a t i o n  i n  d e c is io n -m a k in g , and  w anted to  expand 
t h e i r  ro le  to  in c lu d e  more d e c is io n  a r e a s .  I t  seems l i k e l y  t h a t  d i s ­
s a t i s f a c t i o n  cn th e  p a r t  o f  f a c u l ty  and s tu d e n ts  may c o n tin u e  u n t i l  a  
governance model i s  ad o p ted  t h a t  p e rm its  them a  more s a t i s f y i n g  r o l e .
I t  i s  p o s s ib le  th a t  th e  sh a re d  model p ro p o sed  by th e  A m erican A sso c ia ­
t i o n  o f U n iv e rs ity  P ro fe s s o r s  co u ld  be s u c c e s s f u l ly  u s e d  f o r ,  a s  t h i s  
s tu d y  c le a r ly  in d io a te d , c o n s t i tu e n c ie s  re c o g n iz e  t h a t  a  g ro u p 's  le v 'l l  
o f  p a r t i c ip a t io n  v a r ie s  among th e  v a r io u s  g o v ern an ce  a r e a s ,
The fo u r th  and f i n a l  q u e s tio n  posed  a t  th e  o u t s e t  o f  t h i s  r e s e a rc h  
ask ed  i f  c o n s t i tu e n c ie s  d is a g re e  co n cern in g  th e  p r e f e r r e d  ap p o rtio n m en t 
o f  d ec is io n -m ak in g  in  i n s t i t u t i o n s  o f h ig h e r  e d u c a tio n  i n  V ir g in ia .  To 
answ er t h i s  q u e s tio n , tw elve com parisons were made, s i x  o f  w hich were 
s ig n i f io a n t .  T ru s te e s  p r e f e r r e d  a  l a r g e r  r o le  f o r  th e m se lv e s  th a n  
f a c u l t y  p r e fe r r e d  f o r  t r u s t e e s .  F ao u lty  members a l s o  w anted  to  circum ­
s c r ib e  th e  a d m in is t r a to r s ' r o l e  more th a n  a d m in i s t r a to r s  w ished  to  
a l lo w . T ru s te e s  and f a c u l ty  d is a g re e d  o v e r  th e  a p p r o p r ia te  l e v e l  o f  
p a r t i c ip a t i o n  f o r  f a c u l ty ,  w ith  f a c i l i ty  w an tin g  a  l a r g e r  r o le  f o r  them­
s e lv e s  than t r u s t e e s  w ere w i l l i n g  to  g r a n t  them . S tu d e n t p re fe re n c e s  
f o r  t h e i r  own r o le  c o n tr a s te d  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  w ith  th e  p r e f e r e n c e s  fo r  
th e  s tu d e n t r o le  th a t  w ere e x p re sse d  by th e  o th e r  th r e e  g ro u p s . S tu ­
d e n ts  c o n s is te n t ly  w anted a  l a r g e r  r o le  th a n  th e  o th e r  g ro u p s  were 
w i l l i n g  to  a llo w  them. S im ila r ly ,  th e  f a c u l t y  c o n s i s t e n t l y  w ished  to  
l i m i t  th e  r o le s  o f th e  o th e r  th re e  c o n s t i tu e n c ie s .  T h e re fo re ,  i t  seems 
t h a t  th e  f a c u l ty  and th e  s tu d e n ts  a re  th e  m ost d is p le a s e d  w ith  t h e i r  
r o l e  i n  d ec is io n -m ak in g , and an y  m o d if ic a tio n  i n  th e  g o v ern an ce  model 
aim ed a t  d e c re a s in g  d isag reem en t m ight w e ll ta k e  f a c u l t y  and  s tu d e n t
106
d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  in to  a c co u n t.
I m p lic a t io n s  f o r  F u r th e r  R esearch
The r e s u l t s  o f  t h i s  s tu d y  r a i s e  q u e s tio n s  t h a t  w ould a p p e a r  to  
have im p lic a t io n s  f o r  f u r t h e r  r e s e a r c h .  Some o f  th e s e  w ould  seem to  
c e n te r  a ro u n d  a  b a s ic  q u e s tio n  o f  w hether th e  a p p a re n t d isa g re e m e n ts  
co n cern in g  c u r re n t  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  d e c is io n s  r e s u l t s  from a o tu a l  con ­
c e p tu a l d i f f e r e n c e s  o r  from th e  absence  o f  p o l i c i e s  and p ro c e d u re s  whioh 
a r e  known and u n d e rs to o d  by th e  v a r io u s  c o n s t i tu e n c ie s  o f  th e  i n s t i t u ­
t io n s .  F o r example!
1. Axe th e se  c l e a r l y  e s ta b l is h e d  p o l i c i e s  and  p ro c e d u re s  which 
a r e  fo llow ed  i n  such s i t u a t i o n s  a s  th e  s e l e c t io n  o f  new 
f a o u l ty  o r  o f  a  new p re s id e n t?
2. I f  such p o l i c i e s  and p ro c e d u re s  e x i s t ,  a r e  th e y  s p e c i f i o a l l y  
a s s ig n e d  to  in d iv id u a ls  w ith  c o n co m itan t a c c o u n ta b i l i ty  f o r  
imp lem en ta t io n ?
3. I s  i t  p o s s ib le  th a t  such p o l i c i e s  and  p ro c e d u re s  h av e  been 
developed  b u t n o t e f f e c t i v e l y  communicated to  th e  v a r io u s  
c o n s t i tu e n c ie s  in v o lv ed ?
I t  m ig h t a ls o  be i n t e r e s t i n g  to  s tu d y  th e  p o s s ib le  r e l a t io n s h i p  
between th e  govem anoe c o n ce p ts  in d ic a te d  a s  b e in g  p r e f e r r e d  by  members 
o f  th e  v a r io u s  c o n s t i tu e n c ie s  o f  an  i n s t i t u t i o n  and  th e  know ledge and 
u n d e rs ta n d in g  o f  h ig h e r  e d u c a tio n  g e n e r a l ly  and  o f  th e  p rob lem s o f 
governance i n  t h e i r  own i n s t i t u t i o n  p a r t i c u l a r l y .  In  o th e r  w ords, m ig h t 
a  c lo s e r  consensus be produced  by an  e f f e c t iv e  i n t r a i n s t i t u t i o n a l  p ro ­
gram o f  in fo rm a tio n  and e d u ca tio n  co n ce rn in g  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  prob lem s and 
governance r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s ?
F in a l ly ,  some i n t e r e s t i n g  q u e s tio n s  emerge o o n o em in g  th e
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r e l a t i o n  s h ip s  betw een th e  amount o f  agreem ent in  r e g a rd  to  r e s p o n s i b i l i ­
t i e s  f o r  governance of an  i n s t i t u t i o n  and  th e  governance s t r u c tu r e  o f 
t h a t  i n s t i t u t i o n .  For exam ple!
1. Do th e  c o n s t i tu e n ts  o f  i n s t i t u t i o n s  w ith  a  sim ple o p e ra n t 
governance model d evelop  a  h ig h e r  le v e l  o f  agreem ent th a n  
th o se  o f  i n s t i t u t i o n s  w ith  complex m odels?
2, Are th e re  s ig n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  in  th e  degree o f  u n d er­
s ta n d in g  o f  g o v e r n a n c e  p ro c e d u re s  and r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  among 
i n s t i t u t i o n s  o f  h ig h e r  e d u c a tio n  and, i f  so , a re  euch d i f f e r ­
en ces  r e l a t e d  to  th e  governance model o f  th e  i n s t i t u t i o n  o r  
to  some o th e r  f a c t o r ( s ) ?
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113 Mimosa B rive 
W illiam sburg , V irg in ia  23105 
Marah 30, 1977
B ear Member o f  th e  Board o f  V is i to r s t*
As p a r t  o f  my d o c to ra l s tu d ie s  a t  W illiam  and Mary, I  am a s k in g  
members o f  th e  c o lle g e  community in  fo u r-y e a r  p u b lic  i n s t i t u t i o n s  i n  
V irg in ia  to  in d ic a te  t h e i r  p e rc e p tio n s  and p re fe re n c e s  co n cern in g  a c a ­
demic governance. I hope th a t  w ith  your h e lp  I  w i l l  be a b le  to  f in d
ways to  improve th e  dec is ion -m ak ing  e f f e c t iv e n e s s  on campus.
P a r t ic ip a n ts  f o r  t h i s  s tu d y  have been s e le c te d  a t  random, and 
n e i th e r  in d iv id u a l n o r i n s t i t u t i o n a l  names w i l l  ap p ea r  in  my d i s s e r t a ­
t io n .
P le a se  com plete the en c lo sed  q u e s tio n n a ire  and r e tu rn  i t  to  me 
a s  soon a s  p o ss ib le  in  th e  envelope p ro v id ed .
Riank you f o r  your a s s is ta n c e  w ith  th e  r e s e a rc h  f o r  my d i s s e r t a ­
t io n .  I t  would n o t have been p o s s ib le  w ith o u t y o u r h e lp .
S in c e re ly ,
B e tty  B ird
Enclosures
P .S . P le a se  see in s t r u c t io n s  on re v e rse  s id e .
*The same l e t t e r  was s e n t to  a d m in is t r a to r s  and f a c u l ty  members.
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113 Mimosa D rive 
W illiam sb u rg , V irg in ia  2}1B5 
Maroh 30 , 1977
D ear Student*
For th e  l a s t  decade s tu d e n ts  and f a c u l ty  have been I n s i s t i n g  
upon t h e i r  r i g h t  to  p a r t i c i p a t e  in  aoadem io d e c is io n -m ak in g , s in c e  
t h e i r  l iv e s  a r e  d i r e c t l y  a f f e c te d  by campus p o l i c i e s  and r u l i n g s .
As p a r t  o f  my d o c to ra l  s tu d ie s  a t  W illiam  and Mary, I am a s k in g  mem­
b e r s  o f  th e  c o l le g e  community in  f o u r - y e a r  p u b lic  i n s t i t u t i o n s  in  
V irg in ia *  to  in d lo a te  t h e i r  p e r c e p t io n s  and  p re fe r e n c e s  c o n c e rn in g  
academ ic governance, I hope th a t  w ith  y o u r h e lp  I w i l l  be a b le  to  
f in d  ways to  im prove th e  deo i s  ion-m aking  e f f e c t iv e n e s s  on campus.
P a r t i c ip a n t s  f o r  t h i s  s tu d y  have been  s e le c te d  a t  random, and 
n e i t h e r  in d iv id u a l  n o r I n s t i t u t i o n a l  names w i l l  a p p e a r  in  my d i s ­
s e r t a t i o n .
P lea se  com plete  th e  e n c lo se d  q u e s t io n n a ir e  and r e tu r n  i t  in  
th e  envelope p ro v id e d . I t  i s  v i t a l l y  im p o rta n t t h a t  I  have your 
re sp o n s e s  by th e  m iddle o f  A p r il  so  I  can  g ra d u a te  on tim e.
3hahk you f o r  your a s s i s ta n c e  w ith  th e  re a e a ro h  f o r  my d i s ­
s e r t a t i o n .  I t  would n o t h av e  been  p o s s ib le  w ith o u t you r h e lp ,
S in c e r e ly ,
B e tty  B ird
E n clo su res
P .S .  See in s t r u c t io n s  on r e v e r s e  s id e .
Ill*
Appendix Bt I n s tr u c t io n s
CAMPUS GOVERNANCE QUESTIONNAIRE 
I n s t r u c t io n s
The ta rm  "decision-m aking" I s  u sed  in  t h i s  r e s e a r c h  to  r e f e r  to  
any d e te rm in a tio n  o f p o lic y  or a c t io n  made e i t h e r  by an  in d iv id u a l ,  a  
com m ittee  o r  an e le c t io n  open to  th e  e n t i r e  member ah ip  o f  a  g ro u p , e , g , , 
an e l e c t i o n  i n  which th e  e n tire  s tu d e n t body, e n t i r e  f a c u l ty ,  a l l  ad­
m i n i s t r a t o r s  o r  a l l  t r u s te e s  can v o te ,
Eaoh o f  th e  fo llo w in g  t h i r t y  item s has an A and B p a r t .  P le a se  
r e a d  th e  i n s t r u c t io n s  f o r  each p a r t  c a r e f u l ly ,  f o r  each  p a r t  h a s  i t s  
own fram e c f  r e fe re n c e ,
A, C u rre n t P ra c t ic e !  When an sw erin g  th e  A p a r t  o f  each  q u e s tio n , 
I n d ic a te  w hat you th in k  c u rre n t p r a c t i c e  i s  on y o u r  campus. I f  you 
th in k  a  s in g le  group dom inates th e  d ec is io n -m ak in g  i n  th e  a r e a  o f  campus 
g o v ern an ce  s p e c i f i e d ,  p lao e  a  check mark in  th e  column f o r  t h a t  group 
o n ly . I f  you th in k  two o r  th re e  g ro u p s sh a re  d ec is io n -m a k in g  i n  th e  
a r e a  u n d e r  q u e s t io n ,  p lac e  a check mark i n  th e  a p p r o p r ia te  colum n fo r  
each  g ro u p  t h a t  p a r t i c ip a te s  in  th e  p ro c e s s . I f  a l l  fo u r  g ro u p s , t r u s ­
t e e s ,  a d m in is t r a to r s ,  f a c u l ty  and s tu d e n ts ,  c o n t r ib u te  fo rm a lly  to  th e  
d e c is io n s  i n  th e  a re a  under q u e s tio n , p la c e  a check  mark u n d e r th e  column 
h ead ed  "S h ared  D ecision-M aking.tF
P le a s e  answ er th e  A p a r t  o f each  q u e s tio n  to  th e  b e s t  o f  y o u r know­
le d g e .  Make no a tte m p t to  a s c e r ta in  a c tu a l  p o lio y  c r  p r a c t i c e  d io ta t in g  
w hich g ro u p s  can  p a r t i c ip a te  in  d ec is io n -m ak in g  i n  g iv en  a r e a s  on your 
cam pus. I t  i s  your p e rso n a l p e rc e p tio n s  th a t  I  am i n t e r e s t e d  i n .
B, P r e f e r r e d  P r a c t ic e t  When answ ering  th e  B p a r t  o f  each  item , 
in d i c a t e  th e  group o r groups, on y o u r campus, w hich you f e e l  sh o u ld  
dom inate d ec is io n -m ak in g  in  the a re a  u n d er q u e s tio n . You can  in d ic a te  
i n  p a r t  B t h a t  you p r e f e r  th a t  one, two, o r th re e  g ro u p s p a r t i c i p a t e  in  
d e c is io n -m a k in g  i n  th e  a re a  s p e c i f ie d ,  by p la c in g  a  check  mark in  th e  
a p p r o p r ia te  oolumn o r  columns. I f  you would p r e f e r  t h a t  a l l  fo u r  groups 
s h a re  d e c is io n -m ak in g  i n  th e  g iven  a r e a ,  p la c e  a  check  i n  th e  f i f t h  
colum n, ”S hared  D ecision-M aking."
I f  you th in k  o u r re n tly  on y o u r campus, d e c is io n s  r e g a rd in g  s e le c ­
t i o n  o f  th e  ’’O u ts tan d in g  Teacher o f  th e  Y ear” a r e  dom inated  by t r u s t e e s ,  
you w i l l  m ark p a r t  A a s  i t  ie  below. In  a d d i t io n ,  i f  you w ould p r e f e r  
t h a t  th e  t r u s t e e s  and a d m in is tra to rs  sh a re  d e c is io n s  re g a rd in g  s e le c t io n  
o f th e  "O u ts tan d in g  Teacher o f  th e  Y ea r ,"  you w ould mark p a r t  B ae i t  
a p p e a rs  below .
Sample Q u estio n
Adminis-
Shared
D eo isio n -
r r tia te e s  t r a t e r s  F a c u lty  S tu d en ts  Making
1 . O u ts ta n d in g  T eacher o f  
th e  Y ear
A. C u rre n t P ra c t ic e
B, P r e f e r r e d  P ra c t ic e
Appendix Ci Q u estio n n a ire
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No. ___________
CAMPUS GOVERNANCE QUESTIONNAIRE 
I ,  D ec is io n s  P e r ta in in g  to  F in an ce  and  P la n t
S hared
Adm inls- B e c ie io n -
T ru s te e a  t r a t o r s  F a o u lty  S tu d e n ts  M aking
1 . S hort-R ange  B u d g eta ry  
P la n n in g  (o n e  to  th re e  
y e a r s )
A. C u rre n t P r a o t ic e          __
B, P r e f e r r e d  P r a c t ic e  _______ _______ _______  _______  _______
2 . Long-Range B u d g e ta ry  
P la n n in g  ( f o u r  o r  more 
y e a r s )
A. C u rre n t P r a c t i c e  _______ _ _ _ _ _ __________ _____ _ _______
B, P r e f e r r e d  P r a c t ic e  ______  _______ _______ ______ _ _______
3 . In v e s tm en t o f  l&idowment 
an d  O th e r  P r iv a t e  Funds
A. C u rre n t P r a c t i c e  _______ _______ ________________ __________
li. P r e f e r r e d  P r a c t ic e  _______ _______  _______ _______  _______
i*. C o n e tru c tio n  and  Reno­
v a t io n  o f Academic and 
Non-Academic B u ild in g s
A, C u rre n t P r a c t i c e  _______ _______ _______ _______  _______
B, P r e f e r r e d  P r a c t ic e  _____ _ _______ _______ __________
5 . Fund R a is in g
A, C u rre n t P r a c t i c e ______ _______ _ _ _ _ _ __________ _______  _______
B , P r e fe r r e d  P r a c t ic e
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I I .  D ec is io n s  P e r ta in in g  to  F a c u lty
Shared
Aim I Tile- D e o ia io n -
T ru stees  t r a t c r s  F a c u lty  s tu d e n ts  Making
6 . P rom otion  o f  F a c u lty
A. C u rre n t P r a o t ic e
B. P r e f e r r e d  F ra o tio e
7 . G ra n tin g  o f  F a c u lty  
Tenure
A. C u rre n t P r a c t ic e
B, P r e f e r r e d  P r a c t ic e
8 . D e te rm in a tio n  o f  F a c u lty  
S a la r ie s
A* C u rre n t P r a c t ic e
B. P r e f e r r e d  P r a c t ic e
9 . T each ing  Load ( d e t e r ­
m in in g  th e  number o f  
h o u rs  and  o th e r  d u t i e s  
a  te a o h e r  m ust p erfo rm )
A. C u rre n t P r a c t ic e
B. P r e f e r r e d  P r a c t ic e
10 . A ssignm ent o f  F a c u lty  
to  I n d iv id u a l  C la s se s
A. C u rre n t P r a c t ic e
B. P r e f e r r e d  F ra o tio e
I I I .  A ppointm ent o f  F a c u lty  and A d m in is tra to rs
11. S e le o tio n  o f  P r e s id e n t
A. C u rre n t P r a o t ic e  _______ ______  ______________
B. P r e f e r r e d  P r a c t ic e  ______  ______ _________________
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Shared
A dm lnis- D e o is lo n -
JruBtoeB tr a to r s  F aou lty  S tu d en ts  Making
IE . S e le c t io n  o f  Academic 
Deans
A. C u rre n t P r a c t i c e  _______  ________________ _________ _______
B, P r e f e r r e d  P r a c t i c e
1 3 . S e le c t io n  o f  H eads o f  
S tu d e n t  S e rv ic e s  P ro ­
gram s { e .g . ,  Dean o f  
S tu d e n ts ,  D i r e c to r  o f  
H ousing)
A, C u rre n t P r a c t io e
B. P r e f e r r e d  P r a o t i c e
11+. S e le c t io n  o f  D e p a r t­
m e n ta l C h a irp e rso n s
A. C u rre n t P r a c t i c e
B. P r e f e r r e d  P r a c t i c e
■ S e le c t io n  o f  New 
F a c u l ty
A. C u rre n t P r a c t i c e
B* P r e f e r r e d  P r a o t i c e
IV . P e e ls  Io n a  P e r ta in in g  to  th e  Academic Program s
16 . E s ta b lis h m e n t o f  New 
E d u c a tio n a l  P rogram s 
an d  C u r r ic u la
A. Current P r a c t ic e  _______________ _ ______  _______
B, P r e f e r r e d  P r a c t i c e
17* IV pas and  L e v e ls  o f  
D eg rees  O ffe re d
A. C u rre n t P r a c t i c e
B. P r e fe r r e d  P r a c t io e
1 1 0
Shared
A dm in ls- D eo iB io n -
T ru sta a a  t r a to r a  F a c u lty  Student a MaIt-It^
1 0 . D e te rm in a tio n  o f  
C o u rses w ith in  th e  
V a rio u s  C u r r ic u la
A. C u rre n t P r a c t io e  _______  _______ _______  _______ _______
B, P r e f e r r e d  P r a c t io e
19* D e te rm in a tio n  o f
I n s t i t u t i o n a l  Admis­
s io n  R equ irem entb
A. C u rre n t P r a c t io e
B. P r e f e r r e d  P r a o t io e
20 . C re d i t  and  C ourse D is­
t r i b u t i o n  R equirem ents 
f o r  G rad u a tio n
A. C u rre n t P r a c t io e
B. P r e f e r r e d  P r a c t ic e
V* D e c is io n s  P e r ta in in g  t o  G overnance
21 . S e le c t io n  o f  Member­
s h ip  in  D epartm en ta l 
Com m ittees
A. C u rre n t P r a c t io e  _______  _______ _______
B. P r e f e r r e d  P r a c t io e
2 2 .  S e le c t io n  o f  Member­
s h ip  in  Campus-wide 
Com m ittees
A. C u rre n t P r a c t io e
B. P r e f e r r e d  P r a c t ic e
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Shared
A dm inia- D eoie ion-
T m & teea t  r a t  o ra  A c u i t y  S tu d en ts  Making
23• D e te rm in a tio n  o f  Mem­
b e r s h ip  i n  th e  C o lle g e  
o r  U n iv e r s i ty  S en a te  
(W rite  N/A i n  answ er 
s l o t  A I f  y o u r i n s t i t u ­
t i o n  h a s  no s e n a t e . )
A, C u rre n t P r a o t ic e  _______ _______ _______ _______ _______
B, P r e f e r r e d  F r a o t io e
VI, D eo ia lo n s  P e r ta in in g  to  S tu d e n ts
2b ‘ S tu d en t P u b l ic a t io n s  
( P o l i c i e s ,  A llo c a t io n  
o f  R e s o u r c e s ,  C o n te n ts , 
e t c . )
A. C u rren t P r a c t i c e  _______  _______ ___________
B. P r e f e r r e d  P r a c t ic e
2 $ .  R esidence H a ll L iv in g  
( P o l i c i e s ,  A ssignm ent 
o f  S tu d e n ts , e t c . )
A. C u rren t P r a o t ic e
B. P r e f e r r e d  P r a c t io e
26 . S peakers  and L e c tu re r s  
to  be I n v i te d  to  Cam­
pus
A. C u rre n t P r a c t i c e
B. P r e f e r r e d  P r a c t ic e
27 . Aoademio D is c ip l in e  
(d e te rm in in g  and 
a f f i x i n g  p e n a l t i e s  f o r  
c h e a t in g , p la g ia r is m , 
and f a i l i n g  g ra d e s )
A, C u rre n t F ra o tio e
B, P r e fe rr e d  P r a o t ic e
120
Shared
Admlnl B -  D ec is io n -
T r u s te e s  t r a t o r s  F a c u lty  S tu d en ts Waking
2 8 , N on-academ ic D is c i ­
p l i n e  ( d a t e m in i n g  
a n d  a f f i x i n g  p e n a l t i e s  
f o r  in f r in g e m e n t  o f  
s o o la l  and  r e s id e n c e  
h a l l  r u l e s )
A. C u rre n t P r a c t i c e  _______  _______  _______ _______ ______
B. P r e f e r r e d  P r a o t i c e  ____  ______
29 . A t h l e t i o s  ( P c l i c i e a ,  
a l l o c a t i o n  o f  r e ­
s o u rc e s ,  e t c , )
A. C u rre n t P r a c t i c e
B. P r e f e r r e d  P r a c t ic e
3 0 , S e le c t io n  o f  S tu d e n t R e p r e s e n ta t iv e s  to  D ep artm en ta l, Campus-wide o r  
S e n a te  C om m ittees w hich a l s o  h av e  f a c u l t y ,  a d m in is t r a to r s  o r t r u s te e  
m em bers. ( P la c e  N/A i n  answ er s l o t  A i f  s tu d e n ts  a r e  n o t c u r re n tly  
p la c e d  on th e s e  c o m m itte e s . Answ er th e  £  p a r t  a s  you w ish  i t  would 
b e , d e s p i t e  t h e  ab sen ce  o f  th e  p r a c t i c e  o f  s tu d e n t r e p re s e n ta t iv e s .  
W rite  N/A i n  answ er s l o t  B i f  y o u  do n o t w ant s tu d e n t members s e le o te d  
f o r  th e s e  c o m m it te e s ,)
A, C u rre n t P r a c t i c e  _______  ______________ _ ______
B. P r e f e r r e d  P r a c t ic e
Appendix Dt Two-Week L e t te r
121
113 Mimosa. D rive 
W illia m sb u rg , V irg in ia  23165 
A p r i l  16, 1977
D ear P a r t i c i p a n t1
About two weeks a g o , I  s e n t  you a  q u e s t io n n a i r e  a sk in g  f o r  
your p e rc e p tio n s  and p r e fe r e n c e s  r e g a rd in g  academ ic governance on 
your campus.
As you r e c a l l ,  I  am c o l l e c t i n g  t h i s  d a ta  fo r  my d o c to ra l  
d i s s e r ta t i o n  in  H igher E d u c a tio n a l A d m in is tr a t io n ,
I  am re c e iv in g  e x c e l le n t  c o o p e ra t io n ,  an d  I  th an k  you v e ry  
muoh i f  you have a l r e a d y  s e n t  i n  y o u r r e p ly .  I f  you have n o t  m ailed  
th e  com pleted q u e s t io n n a ir e ,  p le a s e  do so a s  soon a s  p o s s ib le  in  
o rd er t h a t  I  may code th e  d a ta  and b e g in  th e  a n a ly s i s .
Thank you a g a in  f o r  y o u r h e lp .
S in c e r e ly ,
B e t ty  B ird
Appendix Et Four-Week L etter
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113 Mimosa. D rive 
W illiam sburg1, V irg in ia  23135 
A p r il  2?1 1977
Dear P a r tic ip a n t!
About fo u r  weeks ago I m ailed  you a  q u e s t io n n a ir e  a s k in g  fo r  
you r p e rc e p tio n s  and p re fe re n c e s  co n ce rn in g  governance on th e  cam­
pus w ith  whioh you a r e  a f f i l i a t e d .  B iose o f  you who have responded ,
I  thank  v e ry  s in c e r e ly .
F o r th o se  p e rso n s  who have n o t y e t  re sp o n d ed , I  e n c lo se  an ­
o th e r  copy o f  th e  q u e s tio n n a ir e  and r e tu r n  e n v e lo p e . P le a se  ta k e  a 
few m inu tes  to  mark th e  an sw ers, g iv in g  me y o u r p e rc e p t io n s  and p r e ­
f e re n c e s .
I  u rg e n tly  n eed  y o u r r e p l i e s  by May II4. so th ey  can  be p ro ce ssed  
by th e  com puter on May 16. Thank you f o r  y o u r h e lp .  B ee t w ishes f o r  
a  p le a s a n t  summer.
S in c e re ly ,
B e tty  B ird
E n c lo su res
P .S . Bee in s t r u c t io n s  on r e v e rs e  s id e .
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TOie p u rpose  o f  t h i s  s tu d y  was to  i d e n t i f y  a re a s  o f  agreem ent and 
d isag reem en t among t r u s t e e a ,  a d m in is t r a to r s ,  f a c u l ty ,  and s tu d e n ts  r e ­
g a rd in g  r o le  d e f i n i t i o n s  f o r  th e s e  g ro u p s, A a t r a t i f i e d  random sample 
o f  200 p a r t i c i p a n t s  waa s e le c te d  a o c o rd in g  to  c o n s ti tu e n c y  and i n s t i t u ­
t i o n .  S u b je c ts  were ohosen from fo u r -y e a r  p u b lic  i n s t i t u t i o n s  o f  h ig h e r  
e d u c a tio n  i n  V ir g in ia .
A q u e s t io n n a ir e  c o n ta in in g  t h i r t y  a re a a  o f  d e o is io n  was c o n s tru c te d . 
These t h i r t y  a r e a s  w ere d iv id e d  in to  s i r  c a te g o r ie s  p e r ta in in g  to  fin an ce  
and p l a n t ,  f a c u l t y ,  ap p o in tm en t o f  f a o u l ty  and a d m in is tr a to rs ,  academ ic 
program s, g o v ern an ce , and s tu d e n ts .  P a r t i c ip a n t s  we^s asked f o r  t h e i r  
p e r c e p t io n s  o f  w hich g ro u p s c u r r e n t ly  p a r t i c ip a t e  in  each of th e  t h i r t y  
g cv em anoe a r e a s ,  and  w hich g ro u p s th e y  would p r e f e r  p a r t i c ip a te  in  
th e s e  same a r e a s .  The d a ta  w ere an a ly zed  by means o f  C h i-sq u a re , one­
way a n a ly s is  o f  v a r ia n c e ,  and  th e  t  t e s t .
Four r e s e a r c h  q u e s tio n s  w ere posed, H ie f i r s t  asked i f  s tu d e n ts ,  
f a c u l ty ,  a d m in is t r a to r s ,  and t r u s t e e s  in  th e  sample ag ree  on th e  a rea s  
o f  d e c is io n -m a k in g  c u r r e n t ly  p a r t i c ip a te d  in  by th e  v a rio u s  c o n s t i tu e n ­
c i e s ,  C o n s t i tu e n c ie s  d id  n o t a g re e  upon who c u r r e n t ly  makes governance 
d e c is io n s  i n  any o f  th e  s ix  c a te g o r ie s .
The second  r e s e a rc h  q u e s tio n  asked  i f  th e r e  was agreem ent among 
th e  c o n s t i tu e n c ie s  c o n c e rn in g  th e  p r e fe r r e d  a r e a s  o f  dec is ion -m ak ing  
f o r  eaoh o f  th e  g ro u p s . The r e s u l t s  In d ic a te d  th a t  c o n s t i tu e n c ie s  d id
n o t agree in  the f i r s t  f iv e  governance c a te g o r ie s .  However, th e r e  was 
l i t t l e  s ig n if ic a n t  disagreement regard in g  who should  p a r t ic ip a te  in  
d e c is io n s  p e r ta in in g  to s tu d en ts.
The th ir d  research q u estio n  asked I f  there was a d iscrep an cy  be­
tween the c o n s t itu e n c ie e t p ercep tio n s o f  th e ir  cu rren t r o le  in  d e c is io n -  
making and th e ir  preferred  r o le .  There was a s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ig n i f ic a n t  
diaorepanoy only fo r  students and f a c u lt y .  Both o f  th e se  group a would 
have lik e d  to p a r tic ip a te  in  more a rea s  than th e ir  cu rren t r o le  a llo w s .
The fourth  q u estion  asked i f  c o n s t itu e n c ie s  d isa g ree  con cern ing  
the p re ferred  apportionment o f  deo ision -m ak in g  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  in  i n s t i ­
tu t io n s  o f  h igh er education  in  V ir g in ia . To answer t h i s  q u e stio n ,  
tw elve comparisons were made, s ix  o f  which were s ig n i f i c a n t .  T ru stees  
p referred  a la rg er  r o le  fo r  them selves than fa c u lty  p re ferred  fo r  tr u s­
t e e s .  F a cu lty  members a lso  wanted to  c ircu m scrib e the a d m in is tra to rs '  
r o le  more than ad m in istrators wished to  a llo w . In  a d d it io n , fa c u lty  
d es ired  a la rg er  r o le  for them selves than tr u s te e s  were w i l l in g  to  
grant them. Further, student p re feren ces  fo r  t h e ir  own r o le  co n tr a ste d  
s ig n i f io a n t ly  w ith the concepts o f  the stu d en t r o le  a s  exp ressed  by the  
oth er th r e e  groups. Students c o n s is t e n t ly  wanted a la r g e r  r o le  than  
the o th er th ree groups were w i l l in g  to a llo w  them.
VITA
B e tty  Bird.
The a u th o r was t o m  in  B a l ia s ,  Texas, on May 2J#f 191*2. She 
a tte n d e d  T y le r  J u n io r  C o lleg e  h e r  freshm an y e a r  and o b ta in e d  h e r  B .S , 
in  Secondary E d u ca tio n  from N orth  Texas S ta te  U n iv e rs i ty  i n  th e  s p r in g  
o f  196U. A f te r  one y e a r  o f  g ra d u a te  s tudy  i n  th e  f i e l d  o f  C l in ic a l  
Psychology a t  th e  U n iv e r s i ty  o f  H ouston, sh e  took  a  p o s i t i o n  a s  a  
R e h a b i l i ta t io n  T eacher f o r  th e  Texas Commission f o r  th e  B lin d . She 
rem ained a t  t h i s  o c c u p a tio n  f o r  th r e e  y e a r s ,  w h ile  l i v i n g  i n  El P aso , 
Texas.
In  1963 she r e tu rn e d  to  g ra d u a te  sch o o l to  work to w ard  an  M.Ed, 
in  R e h a b i l i ta t io n  C ounseling  a t  th e  U n iv ers ity  o f  Texas a t  A u s tin . She 
worked a s  a  c o u n se lo r  f o r  th e  Texas Commie s i  on f o r  th e  B lin d  from 1969 
th rough  19711 when sh e  a g a in  a t te n d e d  g ra d u a te  sch o o l f u l l t im e ,  o b ta in ­
ing  h e r  M.Ed. in  C ounseling  in  1973 and an M.A. in  A m erican L i t e r a tu r e  
in  197 U. For th e  n e x t th re e  y e a r s ,  she a t te n d e d  th e  C o lleg e  o f  W illiam  
and M ary, m ajo ring  i n  H igher E d u c a tio n a l A d m in is tra t io n , i n  w hich she 
earned  an  Advanced C e r t i f i c a t e  i n  1977 and a n  Ed.D. in  1973.
In  J u ly ,  1977* D r. B ird  became S u p e rv iso r  o f  S p e c ia l  S e rv ic e s  f o r  
th e  South C aro lin a  Commission f o r  th e  B lin d  i n  w hich p o s i t i o n  she admin­
i s t e r s  th e  V o lu n teer S e rv ic e s  Program , Media C e n te r , E d u c a tio n a l Radio 
S ta t io n ,  and C h i ld r e n 's  S e rv ic e s  Program.
